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Current Topics. 


The Lord Chief Justice. 

THE ILLNESS of the Lord Chief Justice is, unfortunately, 
proving to be a lengthy matter, and we wish we could hear of 
more steady improvement. His Lordship passed a better night 
on Wednesday ; his condition, however, remains about the same. 


The Vacancy in the House of Lords. 

WE SPEAK elsewhere of the lamented death of Lord Mac- 
NAGHTEN and cf the loss thus caused to the House of Lords as a 
judicial body. The vacant office of Law Lord will doubtless be 
filled from the equity side, for though Lord MouLton, the last 
Law Lord appointed, gained copsideravle reputation in equity 
matters in the Court of Appeal, yet he ranks as a common law 
judge, and the equity side of the House of Lords requires to be 
reinforced. The judicial services rendered by the Master of the 
Rolls would be fitly recognized by his promotion to the House of 
Lords, while Mr. Justice SwiNFEN Eapy, with his long record of 
useful and sound work in the Chancery Division, would be a 
natural selection for the Court of Appeal. Any vacancy in the 
Chancery Division will, we hope, be filled by the appointment of 
Mr. Mickcem, K.C. 


Counsel in the County Court. 
A POINT of interest to both branches of the profession was 
decided by the Divisional Court in Bates v. Gordon Hotels ( Limited) 
(reported elsewhere). The defendant company, sued by the 
plaintiff in the Westminster County Court, briefed two counsel, a 
silk and a junior. They succeeded in the action and became 
entitled to their costs ; on taxation the registrar allowed the 
fees of both counsel, and on application to the judge for a review, 
the latter upheld the registrar's decision. He did so on the 
ground that in the Westminster County Court it was the practice 
to allow two counsel in a suitable case. But costs recoverable 
between party and party in a county court action are not deter- 
mined by the special practice of each individual court and judge ; 
there are County Court Rules, 1903 and 1904, which fix generally 
the scale of costs to be allowed on taxation. Since by section 72 
of the County Court Act of 1888 counsel are allc wed to practise 
in the county court, the various scales of costs provide in proper 
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cases for the allowance of fees paid to counsel ; but the lists of items 
in the scale schedules invariably speak of only one counsel. 
Moreover, even if words in the singular number be interpreted as 
importing those in the plural in the absence of an indication to the 
contrary, nevertheless two such indications exist. The'first is the 
fact that the word “ conference ” invariably appears in the items, 
never “conference or consultation” ; this seems to imply that the 
rules did not contemplate the appearance of more than one counsel. 
A second indication is a discrepancy which exists between the 
language of order 22 (a), rule 27 (3) of the County Court 
Rules, and that of order 53, rule 45 (2) (b). The former pro- 
vides for the allowance of additional fees to counsel in a suitable 
case “in respect of matters referred to” in the schedule, and is of 
general application. The latter, which is confined in its operation 
to cases under the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, con- 
tains a similar provision, but goes on to add that “where more 
than one counsel are retained, reasonable fees may be allowed to 
such additional counsel and for consultations.” The existence of 
this provision for additional counsel and for ccnsultations in the 
special case of Rivers Pollution jurisdiction seems to exclude its 
operation in other cases. These considerations, accordingly, 
induced the Divisional Court to reverse the decision of Judge 
WOODFALL and to hold that two counsel cannot be allowed for 
on taxation in the county court except when some rule, such as 
that in order 53, expressly so provides. 


Future Aspects of the Question. 


WHILE IT is important that litigants should know how they 
stand when two counsel are employed in a county court case, 
the decision in Bates v. Gordon Hotels (supra) can scarcely conclude 
the matter in perpetuity. The existing rules on the point can 
at any time be altered so as to permit of two counsel being 
allowed, and in the event of the new County Courts Bill being 
passed into law, it is probable that a considerable revision of 
the rules would at once take place. It is necessary, therefore, 
for the profession to form an opinion as to the desirability or 
otherwise of retaining the limitations at present in operation. A 
good deal is to be said on both sides. On the one hand, it may 
be pointed out that important cases are now frequently tried in 
the county court which seem to require, in the interests of all 
concerned, the employment of leading king’s counsel. Moreover, 
the jurisdiction by consent, to try cases in contract up to any 
amount in value, is seriously hampered when, by giving such con- 
sent, litigants tie themselves down to the employment of junior 
counsel only so far as costs are concerned. Again, if extended 
jurisdiction is given as provided in the Bill, it seems 


likely that at some” not so very remote future date, the county | 


court will become the universal court of first instance in all 


common law cases. This has practically resulted already in 
Scotland, where the Sheriff Courts have concurrent jurisdiction 
with the Court of Session in all cases except consistorial disputes 


and one or two special matters ; the Court of Session has, in | 


substance, become almust entirely a Court of Appeal. If this, 
or anything like it, is the trend of events in England, it would 
seem necessary to enlarge the opportunities for employing 
counsel without penalization in costs not allowed on taxation. 
On the other hand, it may be argued that the great merit 
of the county court is its comparative cheapness, and that this 
advantage would disappear were High Court methods of 
taxation to come into practice. Possibly the sensible solution of 
the whole question would be to confine the existing rules as to 
employment of counsel to the present jurisdiction of the court, 
but to permit greater latitude both when jurisdiction by consent 
is created at present and upon any statutory extension of the 
jurisdiction. ‘The matter, however, is one which ought to be 
considered and dealt with before the new Bill passes through 
Parliament. 


Attendance of Country Solicitor at Trial in 
London. 


IT APPEARS to be settled that the allowance for the attendance 
of a country solicitor at the hearing of a case in London is within 
the discretion of the taxing master, and although, as a 
general rule, the allowance will not be made, yet this may 
be done in exceptional circumstances where it is necessary 


that the solicitor who has had the conduct of the case from the 
commencement and is acquainted with all the facts should be 
present. Such was the opinion of GORRELL BaRNEs, J, as 
expressed in The Soto (1893, P. 73), and it seems to be a correct 
statement of the practice save as regards the latter part. 
The cases in which such attendance has been allowed by the 
court are very exceptional; the circumstances in Bell v. Aitken 
(L. R. 3 C. P. 320), in which the allowance was made in an 
infringement action, being stated by the same judges, in Potter y, 
tankin (L. R. 4 C. P., p. 77), to have been very peculiar ; while 
Re Dizon (1898, 2 Ch. 443) was “a very exceptional case,” 
involving charges of fraud and immorality against trustees, and 
the attendance of the country solicitors was allowed, since they 
knew not only all that was in the affidavits, but much that was not 
in them, and they could give useful explanations. So far it would 
seem that the fact that the country solicitor is better acquainted 
with the facts of the case than the London agent is a special 
| circumstance which would justify the allowance. In Le Storer 
| (26 Ch. D. 189), however, it was held that the allowance was not 
to be made on this ground, and the practice in the taxing- 
master’s office has been settled accordingly. In the ease of Le 
Crosfield & Sons (27 R. P. C., 439), on the other hand, Swinren 
Eapy, J., held that the attendance ought to be allowed on the 
ground that it was essential for the purposes of justice that the 
country solicitor should attend, and that the case could not have 
been satisfactorily conducted witbout his presence. In this state of 
the authorities the question came before Eve, J., in the recent case 
of Perry & Co, v. Hessin & Co. (reported elsewhere). In that case, 
| which was a passing off action, there was a charge of personal 
| fraud against the defendants, which the learned judge thought a 
reason why the defendants would wish to have the solicitor in 
court, and there were a large number of exhibits as to which the 
| country solicitor was the only person who could instruct counsel. 
|The taxing master disallowed the attendance on the ground 
| that the brief was so exhaustively drawn that the attendance of 
the country solicitor was not necessary, and Eve, J., thought he 
ought not to overrule the taxing master’s discretion. It seems, 
therefore, that the allowance will only be made in an exception- 
ally strong case. 








| Costs of Three Counsel. 

| Iv sEEMS impossible to lay down any rule as to what con- 
stitutes a good ground for allowing the costs of three counsel. 
| The old rule laid down by Fry, J., in Kirkwood vy. Webster (9 Ch. 
D. 239) was that, if the case is one in which a reasonable and 
prudent man acting with ordinary prudence would not have 
| ventured to come into court without three counsel, then three 
|counselought to be allowed. But that is not really a rule at 
‘all, or at least not such a rule as can afford any adequate 
guidance. It is only another way of saying that each case must 
be decided with reference to its own circumstances. Where one 
prudent man might think it unwise to venture into court without 
three counsel, another equally prudent might think three 
| counsel entirely unnecessary. Moreover, it is not a matter of 
prudence, but of prophecy, since the suitor is called upon to 
decide before the hearing what the taxing-master’s view of the 
case will be after the hearing, and the point of time may wholly 
change the point of view. Although, however, it may not be 
possible to say affirmatively what will constitute a good ground 
| for allowing the cost of three counsel, it is possible to say nega 
tively what will not constitute such a ground. It seems clear 
| from several cases, and especially from the judgment of PARKER, 
'J., in Peel v. London and North Western Railway Co. (1907, 1 Ch. 
| 607), that neither the length of time during which the case 1s 
likely to last, nor the fact that large sums are involved, nor that 
the case is of great legal or commercial importance, is by itself 
sufficient reason for allowing three counsel. This view is con- 
firmed by the latest decision of Perry & Co. v. Hessin & Co, 
referred to above, which lasted ten days, but in which Evs, J., 
refused to allow three counsel. It seems, therefore, that 
the only case in which the allowance wil! be made is where, 
as PARKER, J., said, there is some special matter of complication, 
'and such a case, according to Eve, J., must be not merely 
a lengthy case, but one which involves a large amount of mental 
exertion. 


| 
| 
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The Liability of Hotel-Keepers. 

THE WELL-KNOWN liability of a hotel-keeper to keep safely 
the goods of his guests, even when stolen and lost through no 
negligence of himself or his servants, has two limits which are 
illustrated by the recent case of Pottman v. Griffin (Times, 
January 25th). This was the decision of a Divisional Court 
which upheld the judgment of a county court judge who had 
found for the defendant hotel-keeper in the following circum- 
stances. The plaintiff was an Oxford undergraduate reading for 
the bar, and attending in town to eat dinners at an Inn of 
Court for three nights each term. On the 24th of April, while 
so engaged, he went to a hotel where he stayed for two nights. 
On the 26th of April he paid his bill, left his luggage in the 
office near the door of the hotel, and informed the porter 
and cashier that he would call for it, in a cab, on his 
return from dining at the Inner Temple an hour later. When 
he returned, his luggage was gone. On those facts the county 
court judge made two findings, each of which was sufficient to 
dismiss the case. In the first place he held that the relationship 
of landlord and tenant ceased when the plaintiff had paid his 
bill ; after that date the landlord was merely a gratuitous bailee 
of the luggage, and not liable for that loss except on proof of 
gross negligence. In the second place, even if his liability con- 
tinued after the payment of the bill, yet contributory negligence 
on the part of the plaintiff would disentitle him to succeed ; such 
contributory negligence he inferred from the above facts. This 
decision was upheld by the Divisional Court who held that the 
evidence was sufficient to support the findings of the county 
court judge. While, of course, the precise moment at which the 
relationship of host and guest terminates, and the existence of 
contributory negligence, are questions of fact to be found by the 
tribunal which decides fact, the decision of the Divisional Court 
clearly indicates that, in a normal case, payment of a bill upon 
leaving is, primd facie, the determination of the special relation- 
ship between landlord and guest. In itself this principle seems 
sufficiently reasonable, since, upon the happening of that event, 
the considerations which move from each promisor to the 
contract would seem to be executed ;, that of the landlord, to 
provide accommodation and refreshment is presumably concluded, 
since its value is assessed and paid for ; that of the guest, to pay, 
is concluded by performance. 


The Position of Joint Tort-Feasors. 


It HAS long been one of the peculiar rules of the English common 
law that no contribution between joint tort-feasors is allowed : 
Merryweather v. Nizon (8 Term Reports, 186). In other words, if 
two or more persons commit a tort in concert, and if one, being 
sued, is made fully to compensate with damages the party 
injured, he cannot recover from his fellow in wrongdoing a 
single penny of the sum awarded against him. This is so in 
spite of the fact that a judgment obtained against one joint 
Wrongdoer releases all the others, even though it is not satisfied : 
Brinsmead v. Harrison (1871, 4 L. 7 C. P. 547). Even a release 
granted to one tort-feasor has this same effect of discharging all 
the others from liability, whether or not the parties to the 
release intended any such result : Duck v. Mayeu (1892, 2 Q. B., 
at p. 513). No such discharge, however, results from the entrance 
into a covenant not to sue one tort-feasor, for the right of action 
1s not by such covenant terminated against that tort-feasor. 
The covenantor is simply debarred by his covenant from exercis- 
ing it against the covenantee ; he is not debarred from exercising 
it against anyone else: Duck v. Mayeu (supra). Such being 
the fortunate position of tort-feasors who have escaped suit where 
their fellow has suffered, it is all the more anomalous that he 
should be deprived of any right to contribution at their expense, 
but our law has apparently considered that it would be against 
public policy to permit any such recourse. There is, however, a 

lvergence of opinion as to the precise limits of the rule. 
According to one view, suggested in Adamson v. Jarvis (4 Bing., 
at p. 73), the rule is confined to the case of those torts which 
’re cbviousiy illegal, such as criminal offences or acts contra bonos 
mores. According to another view, expressed by DENMAN, C.J., 
in Bett v. Gibbens (1834, 2 Ad. & E. p. 74), the rule only applies 
to conscious or wilful wrongdoing ; and there is an obiter dictum 





of Lord HERSCHELL to the effect that contribution is recoverable 

in a case of joint-negligence: Palmer Wick Shipping Co, (1894, 

A.C. p.324). The narrower view, however, is that the rule operates 

universally in the case of all torts except when there is either an* 
express or an implied contract of the one tort-feasor to indemnify 

the other: Zhe Englishman and the Australian (1895, P. 212). 


Implied Contracts of Indemnity. 


IF THIS narrow view as to the stringent character of the rule 
forbidding contribution among tort-feasors be the correct one— 
and certainly it has the balance of,res judicatae as opposed to casual 
obiter dicta in its favour—then it becomes important to ascertain 
with precision the circumstances under which such express or 
implied contracting out of the tort will be permitted by the 
common law. The whole matter was discussed fully in the recent 
case of Newcombe v. Yewen and the Croydon Rural District Council 
(Times, February 16th). There a widow, suing under Lord 
Campbell’s Act, for the pecuniary loss suffered by her through 
the death of her husband, brought an action successfully against 
both defendants for misfeasance in the execution of certain street 
repairs, as the result of which negligence her husband had 
sustained the injuries which caused his death. The defendant 
Council had, in fact, employed the defendant YEWEN under a con- 
tract to execute the repairs, and it was an express term of the 
contract that he should indemnify the Council against loss suffered 
from his default. The Council applied for an order that he 
should indemnify them in respect of the damages and costs 
awarded against them in the action. It was contended against 
this (inter alia) that such indemnity was irrecoverable in law as 
being contribution between two tort-feasors ; and hence that the 
contract to indemnify, so far as it covered such a claim, was 
unenforceable as being opposed to public policy. This contention, 
however, was overruled by the court, and the order for indemnity 
was made. There can be little doubt that this decision is correct. 
It has long been settled law that a principal who requests an 
agent to undertake any tort which is not obviously illegal must 
be held impliedly to contract that he will reimburse his agent— 
as part of the agent’s indemnity in respect of expenses incurred 
in the performance of his agency duties—any damages and costs 
in which he is cast as the result of his tortious act: Burrows v. 
Rhodes (1899, 1 Q. B. 816). On principle it seems clear that the 
reverse is likewise true, and that a master made liable for his 
servant's tort, on the principle of respondeat superior, can exact an 
indemnity from him (Salmond, Law of Torts, 25 (4) (b) ). Where, 
in the case of acts not obviously illegal, this implied right of 
indemnity exists, there seems no reason why, in the case of acts 
neither criminal nor contra bonos mores, an express indemnity 
should not be enforced. 4 


Expulsion of Servant from the House of her 
Employer. 

A CASE of an unusual character came recently before the 
Canterbury County Court. It was an action by a domestic 
servant against her employer to recover damages for injury to 
her health arising out of her employment. She deposed that 
during her service his behaviour to her and bis family had been 
noisy and violent, and that he had finally returned to the house 
in the early hours of the morning, when under the influence of 
drink, and had broken open the door of her bedroom. She was 
in consequence much terrified, and ran out of the house into the 
street, where she remained for three-quarters of an hour. Her 
health was seriously affected by fright and exposure to the air, 
and she also stated that her rest had been constantly disturbed 
by the defendant’s violence during the whole period of her 
service. The jury awarded her a substantial sum as damages, 
the judge observing that he had no recollection of a similar case. 
The only question would appear to be whether the damages were 
a direct consequence of a breach of the contract of service. We 
cannot think that the courts would apply any strict rule of 
limitation to the damages in such a case. They would consider 
the occasion and all the circumstances of the case, and the fact 
that the defendant acted with a high hand and with no justifica- 
tion whatever; and it may be observed that the Offences against 
the Person Act, 1861, s, 26, appears to make conduct like that 
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of the defendant punishable as a criminal offence. It enacts 
that whoever “being legally liable as master . . . to pro- 
vide for any servant lodging, shall wilfully and without 
legal excuse refuse or neglect to provide the same, or shall 
unlawfully and maliciously do or cause to be done any bodily 
harm to such servant, so that the health of such servant shall 
have been permanently.injured, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor,” 
and, on conviction, liable to penal servitude or imprisonment. 
This enactment appears to recognize the existence of a civil 
remedy in the case under consideration, and we cannot suppose 
that there can be any reasonable doubt on the subject. 


The Age of English Judges. 


A GLANCE at the last volume of “The Judges of England,” 
by Mr. Epwarp Foss, seems to shew that the judges of the 
eighteenth century received their appointments at an earlier age 
than that of some of their successors in office. We note as 
examples, HENRY BATHURST, appointed in 1754, judge of the 
Common Pleas at the age of forty; RicHARD ADAMS, appointed 
Baron of the Exchequer, in 1753, at the ‘age of forty-three; 
RICHARD PEPPER ARDEN, appointed Master of the Rolls, in 1788, 
at the age of forty-three ; Witt1aM HENRY ASHURST, appointed 
judge of the King’s Bench Division in 1770, at the age of forty-five. 
To these may be added Francis BULLER, appointed judge of the 
King’s Bench in 1778, at the age of thirty-two; Epwarp CLive, 
appointed Baron of the Exchequer in 1745, at the age of forty- 
one; JAMES EYRE, appointed Baron of the Exchequer in 1772, 
at the age of thirty-nine, and WILLIAM GRANT, appointed 
Master of the Rolls in 1801, at the age of forty-six. A gradual 
rise in the age of those appointed may be observed in the latter 
part of the last century, in which, however, are the names of 
JOHN PATTESON, appointed judge of the King’s Bench in 1830 
at the age of forty; JAMES SHAW WILLES, appointed judge of 
the Common Pleas in July, 1855, at the age of forty-one; JAMES 
HANNEN, appointed judge of the King’s Bench in 1868, at the 
age of forty-seven; and ALFrep Henry THESIGER, appointed 
Lord Justice of the Court of Appeal in 1877, at the age of thirty- 
nine. The gradual advance in the ages of those appointed is 
probably accounted for by the increased number of eminent 
counsel; it may also be connected with the increase in the 
profits of counsel, which has not been accompanied by an 
increase in the remuneration of the judges of the High Court. 


**Scenes in Court,” 


REPORTS OF collisions between the bench and counsel engaged 
in the conduct of a cause are often, we are afraid, read with 
complacency by members of the profession, but they are in every 
respect deeply to be regretted. They put a serious strain upon 
the temper and coolness of the presiding judge, and occasionally 
have a prejudicial effect upon the future prospects of the per 
sistent advocate. The judge is fortunate who, in cases conducted 
by counsel, has seldom been compelled to interfere to prevent 
the introduction of irrelevant matter at a trial, and who is able 
at all times to support the dignity of his station and to uphold 
the law. We are glad to think that altercations such as those 
to which we have referred have become much less frequent than 
was formerly the case. The daily bickerings in one of the Courts 
of Chancery are still within living memory, and the practitioners 
in the King’s Bench would be astonished if the presiding judge 
were to follow the example of CockpurRN, C.J., and adjourn 
a case to the next day as the only mode of putting an end to 
a dispute with counsel. 








In an action in the King’s Bench Division on Monday, saye the Daily 
News, in which fairs and travelling shows were mentioned, Mr. Justice 
Lush made the admission that he did not know what a joy-wheel was. 
Mr. Lewis Thomas, K.C., at once plunged into explanations. ‘‘ A joy 
wheel,’’ he said, ‘‘is a wheel more or less on the horizontal, which 
rotates with more or less rapidity upon ite own axis. People ride upon 
the spinning wheel, and the nearer one is to the periphery of the wheel 
the more quickly he is thrown off. The more rapidly the wheel rotates 
the more surely he is flung into space. His Lordship: Oh, that is it, 
is it? ‘* The joy is with the people who look on,’’ added counsel, 





The Late Lord Macnaghten. _ 


THE death of Lord MACNAGHTEN, at the age of eighty-three, 
removes one who was regarded, by the common consent of the 
whole legal profession, as the most eminent of present-day judges, 
He was indeed, the only occupant of the bench in recent times 
who had won for himself a place in legal history beside the 
famous names of the past. During the twenty-six years that 
Lord MACNAGHTEN was a member of the House of Lords 
he numbered among his colleagues such great figures as 
HEeRScHELL, Bowen, JAMES, WATSON, LINDLEY, and Davey: 
yet it is safe to say that, with the possible exception of Lord 
BowEN, none of these eminent lawyers is destined to leave 
behind so permanent a memory in the traditions of bench and 
bar. This is not due to any superiority in legal scholarship 
which he possessed when compared with any one of the six; his 
position as primus inter pares is essentially due to the incomparable 
literary merit of his judgments. If the Law Reports are read 
at all by MacauLay’s New Zealander of ten centuries hence, it 
will be because they contain the judgments which Lord 
MACNAGHTEN delivered. The epigrammatic brilliancy in which 
he clothes his statement of legal principles, his sympathetic 
appreciation of the personal human element that lies behind the 
dry legal skeleton of every important case, and the delightful 
piquancy with which he narrates the facts on which his decision 
is based—all these, when combined together, make his judgments 
quite unique in our legal literature. 

The estimate which his contemporaries form of any eminent 
judge, is always complex in origin. To some extent, it is the 
creation merely of “ personality "—that indefinite some: hing which 
marks off genius and character from mere talented mediocrity. 
To some extent, again, it is based on legal scholarship, by which 
vague term we mean partly the variety of a man’s legal 
attainments, partly his grasp of principles, and partly the 
subtlety of his mind in apprehending the minutie of legal 
distinctions. And in addition, to an extent which varies in 
different cases, it is based upon his power of expression—the 
capacity he possesses to clothe in brilliant and striking language 
the opinions he has formed. In some eminent judges, such as 
CAIRNS and WATSON, “personality ” was probably the largest of 
these three factors. In others, such as Lord MACNAGHTEN’s im- 
mediate predecessor, whose vacant seat in the House of Lords he 
filled, Lord BLACKBURN, and bis contemporaries, Lords LINDLEY, 
HERSCHELL and Davey, sound legal scholarship predominates in 
one’s picture of them. In the case of Lord Bowen and Sir 
GEORGE JESSEL, on the whole, their fame depends chiefly on 
their powers of expression, although in each a firm grasp of 
legal principles has almost an equal place in fixing their rank. 
But with Lord MACNAGHTEN personality and scholarship, bigh 
as those qualities must be reckoned in forming an opinion of 
him, were clearly very secondary matters ; it is because of their 
form and style that the score of leading cases in which he 
delivered memorable judgments are sure to be remembered. 

On the whoie it may fairly be said that Lord MACNAGHTEN 
shares with Coxr, NorrincHAM, MANSFIELD, ELpon, and 
JESSEL the distinction of being unquestionably one of the half- 
dozen greatest names in the history of Englishlaw. Each one of 
those great men made a contribution of his own to the case-law 
of this country, without which it would not be quite the system 
that it has become. CoKE turned the common law from a quick- 
sand of pedantry into a great instrument for the vindication of 
property, liberty and constitutional rights ; it is almost entirely 
his work that the prerogative writs which issue so constantly 
from the Divisional Court to-day are employed to vindicate the 
rights of the private citizen and not to support the tyranny of 
the Executive. NOTTINGHAN turned the caprices of equity Juris 
diction into a system for the correction of the common law, and 
Epon, in his long Chancellorship of thirty years, worked out i 
their everyday application the leading rules of that system. 
MANSFIELD found a erabbed common law which hampered a 
every turn, and apparently could not be reconciled with, the 
general customs of merchants prevailing throughout the 
civilized world ; he shewed that in reality the common law was 
elastic enough to suit the requirements of the modern 
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commercial world ; and where necessary he contrived to graft 
upon it successfully even such extraneous principles as the 
quasi-contracts of salvage and average, or the action in debt for 
money received to the use of the plaintiff. JEssEL, armed by 
Judicature Acts with the power, denied to his great predecessors, 
of applying to the case before him all the rules of law and equity 
alike, was the first of our judges to display an equal mastery 
of both systems, and shewed in many daring decisions that two 
seemingly worked out bodies of principles and maxims were 
susceptible of many ingenious developments and applications to 
modern conditions. To Lord MACNAGHTEN was reserved the 
office of humanizirg and illuminating our jurisprudence ; of shew- 
ing that it is not a mere dry category of Latin maxims and 
medieval formulas, but a wondrous depository in which are 
stored the accumulated wisdom of our ancestors and the experi- 
ence of practical minds as to the conduct of every-day human 
affairs in accordance with the principles of justice and expediency. 
It is this sympathetic appreciation of legal rules, this insight 
into their historical meaning and their practical value, combined 
with a pleasing literary style and a gift for the elaboration of 
humorous epigrams, which form the distinctive and leading note 
in all the best-known of Lord MACNAGHTEN’S judgments. It is 
because of this rare genius that he must be given a higher place 
in the history of English law than those great contemporaries of 
bis whose legal scholarship was equal or superior to his own— 
CAIRNS and BowEN, LINDLEY and JAMES. 

The qualities we have described are to be found in all of Lord 
MACNAGHTEN’S most famous judgments, but there are nine which 
we would venture to select for special praise. In Spicer v. Martin 
(1888, A. C. 12), he delivered the leading judgment of the court 
upon the then little-understood question of restrictive covenants, 
and explained their principles in terms which met the approval 
of so learned a judge as Mr. Justice PARKER in Elliston v. 
Reacher (1908, 2 Ch., at p. 385). Then, six years later, he 
pronounced ithe first of his really great judgments, that in 
Nordenfelt v. Maxim Nordenfelt Co. (1894, A. C. 535), which 
settled the rules that govern the validity of covenants in restraint 
of trade ; but in that case Lord HerscHELy in the House of 
Lords, and Lord Justice BowWEN in the Court of Appeal, also 
delivered extremely able decisions which rival that of 
MACNAGHTEN. But three years later came his best known judg- 
ment, that in Foxwell v. Van Grutten (1897, A.,C. 658), where be 
give for the first time an intelligible explanation of the origin 
and purpose of the rule in Shelley’s case in a luminous and 
epigrammatic summary of the whole relevant case-law from the 
time of the Year Books. This judgment has become the 
acknowledged locus classicus as to this highly-artificial rule—the 
Pons asinorum of real property law. In Paquin v. Beauclerk 
(1906, A. C. 148), he interpreted section 1 of the Married | 
Women’s Property Act, 1893, which relates to the personal 
liability of a married woman for debts which she contracts under 
her implied authority as her husband’s agent, with such cogency 
and clearness as to render out of date all earlier cases upon the 
nature of implied agency in the marital state. 

These four cases are perhaps those in which Lord 
MACNAGHTEN’S legal ability most fully shewed itself. But they 





are by no means the most remarkable of his judgments, valued 
from the point of view of expression. It was probably in two 
cases decided in 1904 that the late law-lord delivered his most 
powerful literary judgments. In the first of those cases, | 
Winans v. The Aitorney-Gen ral (1904, A. C. 287), he discusses | 
the doctrine of animus revertendi as affecting the law of domicil ; 
and in applying to the actual facts the legal rule laid down, sets | 
out in a most fascinating narrative, full of humour and picturesque 
effects, the strange surprising history of the eceentric American 
millionaire, with whom the case is concerned. In the second | 
case, Free Church of Scotland v, Lord Overtoun (1904, A. C. 515), | 
his dissenting judgment is not only a powerful, almost a passionate 
plea, for spiritual liberty within religious corporations, but 
displays an understanding of church history which has been 
compared to Cardinal NEWMAN’S treatise on the Doctrine of | 
Christian Development. Incidentally it ably discussed the 
possible creation of a class of trusts which are neither executed | 
hor executory, but possess the security of the former, with the | 


| 
! 


scope for development of the latter. To these two cases, as 
examples of his literary style at its best, there must be added 
Zacklynski v. Poluskie (1908, A. C. 65), an interesting judgment 
dealing with the history and legal position of the Uniate Church 
in Canada, and the very recent case of Gracie v. Lloyd Smith 
& Co. (1912, A. C. 717),.which defines the liability of solicitors 
for frauds committed by their managing clerks. In each of these 
cases there is a graphic narrative of facts combined with a warm 
human interest in cases of hardship and suffering. 

From the cases referred to above it will be seen that Lord 
MACNAGHTEN’S fore lay in dealing with legal questions of 
property and equity rather than in commercial cases or upon 
points of tort. Indeed, we know of no great judgment delivered 
by him which relates purely to a doctrine of the common law, 
except where the question was one of real property. Nor did he 
display especial skill in the interpretation of statutes, or the 
discussion of public rights—two branches of law which every day 
are growing in importance. His mind was imaginative and 
logical rather than complex or subtle, and his knowledge of law 
was probably exact and scholarly rather than very varied or 
strictly practical. He was essentially a citizen of the great nine- 
teenth century, with its tendency towards the poetic and 
the philosophic rather than the merely efficient; and this 
marked him off from our ablest judges of to-day, whose capacity 
shews itself essentially in the practical and efficient handling of 
immediate points rather than in the consideration of far-reaching 
principles. 








Reviews. 


The Secretary’s Dictionary. 


Pirman’s Dictionary oF SECRETARIAL Law AND Practice. A 
COMPREHENSIVE ENCYCLOPEDIA OF INFORMATION AND DIRECTION 
ON ALL MATTERS CONNECTED WITH THE WORK OF A COMPANY 
Secretary. Funty ILLustraTeD WITH THE NECESSARY ForRMs 
AND Documents. Wiru Sections ON SpectAL BRANCHES OF 
SECRETARIAL Work. Edited by Puitie Tovey, F.C.LS. Wirn 
ConTRIBUTIONS BY EMINENT AUTHORITIES ON ComMPANY LAW AND 
SecreETARIAL Practice. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons, Ltd. 

In the preface to this work the editor calls attention to the 
numerous legal requirements which it is the duty of the secretary of 
a company to observe, and he states its object as being to satisfy in 
every respect the legal needs of the company secretary, and, at the 
same time, to rank asa useful and compendious text-book for the com- 

any solicitor. In each respect it appears to contain ample and correct 
information, while its scope also includes the promotion and flotation 
of companies, the conversion of businesses into companies, under- 
writing, and reconstruction ; and the possibility of a secretary having 
to conduct negotiations with trade unions has not been overlooked. 
“There are,” says Mr. Tovey, “very few large industrial companies 
which do not number trade unionsist among their employees. Tn the 
case of trade disputes the secretaries of the companies concerned 
would doubtless be the instruments of the preliminary negotiations, 
and their knowledge of the rights and responsibilities of the men’s 
unions should be accurate and available.” 

These subjects are very conveniently arranged in alphabetical 
order, and the articlesare contributed by a large number of authors 
qualified by their knowledge of law, accountancy, and company 
practice. In some of the articles reference is made to the leading 
judicial decisions ; for instance, in the article on Brokerage and Un- 
derwriting Commission ; and in that at page 549 on the liability of 
the company for its secretary’s fraud, reference is made to the (reat 
Fingall Case (1906, A. C. 439) and also to the recent case of Lloyd 
v. Grace Smith & Co. (1912, A. C. 717), with the qualification of the 
rule laid down by Willes, J., in Barwick’s Case (L. R. 3 Ex., p. 265) ; 
but the references do not always give the page of the report, and 


| sometimes, as in the article on certification of shares, no notice is taken 


of well-known cases. For practical purposes, however, that article 
is good, and the article on Reconstruction and Amalgamation has been 
very carefully written. The rights of the dissentient shareholder as 


| recognized in Bisgood’s Case (1908, 1 Ch. 743)—mentioned without 


any reference—are noted, and an imaginary reconstruction of the 


| “ Utopia Gold Mines (Limited) ” is worked out in detail with the neces- 


sary balance-sheets andother accounts ; and the series of articles dealing 
with trade unions containa useful statement of their present position 
as defined by statute and by case law. Here the case law has 
been fully incorporated and references given in the manner usual 
in law books. Altogether the work is very full and satisfactory. 
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Tue Lawyer’s Manuva or Rererence. Firtn Issuz. Edited 
by Max Rosertson, Barrister-at-Law. William Green & Son. 
15s. 


The greater part of this useful reference book consists of a collec- 
tion of statute law, and the numerous statutes which are given are 
made readily accessible by the marginal index in red. From this the 
reader sees at once where to look for statutes dealing, for instance, 
with the subject of “Landlord and Tenant,” or “ Master and Ser- 
vant.” The earlier part of the work contains general matter, such 
as tables of costs, estate duty and land value duties, and the rules 
affecting them, fees payable in judicial proceedings, on registration of 
land, &c., allowances to witnesses ,and other matter. The volume is 
a very handy book of reference on everyday matters. 


Books of the Week. 


Conveyancing.—Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Acts, &c. With Notes and Rules of Court. Tenth Edition. 
By Bensamin LEonarp Cuerry, LL.B., ArtHur Eustace Russet, 
M.A., and Craup Vivian Rawtence, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 25s. 

Conveyancing.—Prideaux’s Forms and Precedents in Con- 
veyancing. Twenty-first Edition. By B. L. CHerry and R. 
BeppincTon, Barristers-at-Law. Two vols. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Criminal Law .—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports of Cases 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal, January 13th, 20th, 27th ; February 
3rd, 1913. Edited by Herman Conen. Vol. 8, Part 5, Stevens 
& Haynes. 5s. net. 

Railway Law.—The Students’ Guide to Railway Law. By 
Artuur Ernest Coapman, M.A., LL.D. (Cambridge), inashbined. 
Law. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 2s. 6d. net. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


MITCHINSON v. DAY BROTHERS. No. 1. 25th Jan. ; 6th Feb, 


Worxman’s Compensation Act—Accipent Arisinc Our or EmpLoy- 
MENT—UnprovoKep AssauLt By Drunken Man—Insury Cavsine 
Deatu. 

Where a carter in charge of the employer's horse and cart, was 
waiting in the street for orders, and was subjected to an unprovoked 
assault from a drunken bystander, whom he warned against inter- 
fering with the horse (which he appeared to be doing) the injuries 
sustained causing his death. a é 

Held, that his death did not result from injury by accident 
arising out of his employment. 

Blake v. Head (5 Butterworth W. C. C. 303) applied. 

Nisbet v. Rayne (54 Soricrrors’ Journat, 719; 1910, 2 K. B. 689) 
distinguished. 


Appeal of the employers from an award of the county court judge 
at Birmingham. The deceased workman was a carter, and on the 
day in question, was sent with a horse and van on an errand to Gosta 
Green, a somewhat rough district in Birmingham. Whilst standing 
on the footpath awaiting instructions, with the horse and van drawn 
up at the side of the road, a man named Parkes, who was drunk, 
came towards him, and leant over the side of the horse, or, accord- 
ing to one witness, struck it on the head. The deceased quietly told 
Parkes to get away from the horse, or it might hurt him. Parkes 
thereupon swore at him, and hit him a violent blow in the face. 
Before the deceased could defend himself he received another blow 
which felled him to the ground, causing injuries from which he 
died without having spoken again. Parkes was afterwards charged 
with, and convicted of manslaughter. There was evidence from carters 
who worked in the same district, tlLat they had never been assaulted 
when engaged in their work, and did not regard assault as one of the 
risks of their employment. A great many authorities were referred to 
in the course of the argument, at the conclusion of which the court 
reserved judgment. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The facts in this case are very remarkable. 
Mitchinson was the driver of, and in charge of, a furniture van at 
Birmingham. The van was standing in Woodstock-street, and Mitchin- 
son on the footpath. It is not suggested that this was not in the 
course of his employment. A man named Parkes, who was the worse 
for drink, came towards the van, and either touched, or apparently 
was about to touch, the horse, when Mitchinson warned him that the 
horse might hurt him. Parkes then struck Mitchinson a heavy 
blow, and before Mitchinson could protect himself, a second blow 
followed, which felled him to the ground and caused his death. 
It was a wholly unprovoked assault by Parkes, who was tried at 
the Assizes for manslaughter, and found guilty. The dependants now 
say that this was an injury caused by an accident arising out of, and 
in the course of his employment as a carter and the learned judge 





has so held. Two points are taken by the employers on this appeal, 
first that there was no accident within the meaning of the statute, the 
act done by Parkes being wilful and felonious. I do not think that in 
this court that argument can prevail. We have held in several cases, 
and particularly in Nisbet v. Rayne (54 Soticrrors’ Journat, 719; 
1910, 2 K. B. 689) that there may be an accident although it was due 
to an intentional act on the part of the felon. The same view has 
prevailed in Ireland, but in Scotland a different view has been taken. 
The point can only be raised in the House of Lords. Secondly 
assuming there was an accident, it did not arise out of the employ- 
ment. The risk of being assaulted by a drunken man was not in 
any way specially incident to the employment of a carter; there- 
fore, Warner v. Couchman (55 Soricrrors’ Journat, 107; 1912, A. C. 
35) applies. This contention must prevail unless the respondents 
counsel can make good their proposition that the question of un- 
usual risk incident to employment arises only ~hen natural cauaes, 
such as lightning and frost, are concerned. I am unable to find 
warrant for the distinction; on the contrary in Blake v. Head (5 
Butterworth 303) where a servant was injured by a blow struck by 
his master with a hatchet, it was held that the accident did not 
arise out of the employment. It was pointed out that if the man had 
been employed as an attendant in a lunatic asylum and had been 
assaulted by an inmate, his employment might well have been held 
to involve such a special risk, that the accident might have been 
held to arise out of the employment. Nisbet v. Rayne (supra) is 
a distinct authority on the point, and the “‘larking”’ cases such as 
Armitage v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Co. (1902, 2 K. B. 178) 
all proceed on the same line. It has been strenuously argued that as 
the driver was in charge of his master’s property, any accident caused 
while protecting that property was in his master’s interest, and, there- 
fore, arose out of his employment. I cannot accept this view which 
seems to me to make no distinction between ‘‘ in the course of ” and 
“arising out of,’’ and, in fact, to strike the latter words out of 
the Statute. The learned judge dees not find that there was any special 
risk incident to the employment of carter. I think the foundation 
of his judgment is to be found in the passage ‘‘he was acting in his 
master’s interest by endeavouring in the least offensive manner possible 
to prevent interference with his master’s property, and perform- 
ing a positive duty, he met an untimely death.”” In my opinion 
this is not sufficient to justify the award. I think there was no 
evidence to justify the finding that the accident arose out of the 
gape The appeal must be allowed with costes both here and 
elow. 

Bucxtry and Hamirton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Counset, W. Shakespeare; Cecil Walsh. Sonticrrors, F. J. 
Berryman for 7. H. Duffell, Birmingham ; Swepstone, Stone & Co. for 
Smith & Lyde, Birmingham. 

[Reported by H. Lanasorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HARWOOD v. WYKEN COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 30th Jan. 


WorkMEN’s CoMPENSATION AcT—ACCIDENT—HEART D1sEasE SUPERVEN- 
ING—INCAPACITY FOR WoRK ARISING INDEPENDENTLY OF EFFECTS OF 
ACCIDENT. 


Where a collier met with an accident by which he injured his knee, 
and later on with a second accident to the samé knee, both resulting in 
incapacity for work, for which compensation was paid to him, and finally 
was found to be suffering from heart disease, which incapacitated him, 
independently of the effects of the accidents. 

Heid, that as the inability to earn wages caused by the injuries sus- 
taimed still continued, apart from the supervening disease, he was 
entitled to be paid compensation during such inability. 


Appeal of the applicant from the county court judge at Coventry. 
The applicant was a collier, and met with an accident to his knee in 
October, 1909, for which he was paid half wages until February, 1910. 
In October, 1911, he again injured the same knee, and received half 
wages until the following May, when a medical examination disclosed 
the fact that he was suffering from heart disease, not, however, due tc 
either accident. The county court judge, in an application to review, 
held that there was no work which the effects of the accident prevented 
him from doing for which the heart disease did not also incapacitate 
him, and suspended the payments. There had been no award, oF 
recorded agreement. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in a considered judgment, said that the appeal 
raised an extremely important, and, so far as he was aware, novel point. 
Where a workman had sustained personal injury by accident arising out 
of and in the course of his employment, and this personal injury still 
existed, could an employer say that he was no longer liable to pay 
compensation, because if there had been no accident the workman would 
now, by reason of some supervening infirmity not due to the accident, 
be equally incapacitated? It might be paralysis, or heart disease, or 
failure from old age; but if this view was right, there was scarcely 
case in which the workman might not have what had hitherto been 
considered his statutory rights challenged. This contention had not 
been raised for the fifteen years since the first Act was passed, and no 
distinction could for this purpose be drawn between the two Acts. The 
obligation which rested on the workman must not be forgotten, and if 
the employer could prove that he had completely recovered from the 
effects of the accident, and had been cured, the claim for compensation 
must fail. But where the man had not recovered, and been cured, his 
lordship thought it was unnecessary for him to show that his present 
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incapacity was due solely to the accident. The word ‘* compensation ”’ 
was clearly not used in the Act in the common law sense. Under the } 
statute the man, unless he was under age, only got half wages; in an | 
action for negligence he would recover a lump sum as damages, based | 
on the actual wages lost, and the probabilities of the future, together 
with something by way of solatium for personal suffering. There was 
nothing of this kind to be found in the statute. Rule 17 of the first 
schedule provided for the redemption of a weekly payment at the option 
of the employer, and if the incapacity was permanent, the amount was 
the price of a Government life annuity, less 25 per cent. discount. The 
possibility of a supervening infirmity wes not hinted at. His lordship 
then reviewed the facts of the case, and proceeded. The learned judge 
held that the applicant was unable to work owing to the condition of 
his knee, and also owing to the condition of his heart, which was not 
proved to be due to the accident. There was no work which the 
accident prevented him from doing which the heart disease did not also 
prevent him from doing, and on that ground he had decided against the 
claim. For the reasons above stated, his lordship thought the learned 
judge had misdirected himself. The appeal would be allowed with 
costs, and the case would be remitted to the judge to award such 
weekly sum by way of compensation as he thought fit. 

Bucktry and Hamitton, L.JJ.. delivered indgment to the same 
effect.—Counset, Hugo Young, K.C., and Willes; Sanderson, K.C., 
and P. BW. Sandlands. Sortcrrors, Hughes & Masser, Coventry; | 
Ullithorne, Currey, & Co., for C. F. Elliott-Smith, Mansfield. 

[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re THE TRADE-MARKS ACT, 1905, AND Z’?c AN APPLICATION 
BY BENZ & CIE. No. :. 14th Feb 

“SURNAME REPRESENTED IN 

TrapgE Marks Act, 


Par 
1905, 


APPLICATION 
DEVICE 


Trave Mark—Spectan 
TICULAR MANNER—DISTINCTIVE 
s. 9, sUB-SECTIONS 1 AND 5. 

An application to register a surname the letters of which were 80 
shaped as to fit within a circle, together with a wreath within a con- 
centric circle outside the name, refused on the ground that it was not 
registrable as the name of a company, individual, or firm under section 
9 (1), nor was it a distinctive mark registrable without an order of the 
Board of Trade or the court under section 9 (5). The court declined to 
interfere with the registrar’s decision. 

Appeal of the applicants, a German firm of motor-car manufacturers, 
from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported in 56 Soricrrors’ Journat, 481), 
refusing to make an ‘order directing the registrar to proceed with the 
registration of a trade mark. The proposed mark was the representa 
tion of the word ‘‘ Benz’’ upon a metal disc. intended to be fixed to 
motor-cars. The letters were of a distorted shape, fashioned so as just 
to fit inside a circle, outside which was a larger circle, and between 
the two the representation of a wreath. ° 

Tur Court (Farwett, Buckiey, and Haminton, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. The mark did not come within sub-section (1), for it was not 
the name of a firm, individual or company. A person could not be 
individualised by his surname alone, and there were other persons or 
firms of the name of Benz in the motor-car trade. Obviously the mark 
could not come under (2), (3) or (4), but it was argued that it came 
under (5), as ‘‘ any other distinctive mark.’’ But there was the proviso 
that a name by itself could not, except by special order, be deemed a 
distinctive mark. The case came before the court on the assertion, 
unsupported by evidence, that the name Benz squeezed into a circle and 
surrounded by a wreath was a distinctive mark. The refusal of the 
registrar, followed by that of the learned judge, was right, and could 
not be interfered with. Whatever distinction the mark possessed was 
due to the word ‘‘ Benz ’’: without that the mark would be nothing at 
all. It was a question of fact for the registrar to decide, whether this 
mark was distinctive or not. and he had decided it in the negative. 
The applicants had made no attempt to bring evidence to prove that the 
: if they could de eo thev might ultimately 
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Julius White; Solicitor to Board of 


name was in itself distinctive 
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[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barr‘ster-at Law.] 


BH. 8. PITT & CO. No.1. 15th and 27th Jan. ; 
13th Feb. 

LLOYD v. POWELL DUFFRYN STEAM COAL CO. 

28th Jan. ; 13th Feb. 

Workmen’s Compensation Act—DErENDENCY 

MATE Curnp—ApmMiIssIBILity or Hearsay EVIDENCE 

INTENTION Orrer MARRIAGE—STATEMENT AGAINST 

INTEREST. 

A collier met with his death hy accident arising out of his employ 
ment. A claim to compe nsation having heen made on behalf of an 
legitimate child, born some months later, as his depu ndant, and there | 
being evidence that the deceased had admitted impr nding paternity, 

Held, that a declaration by the deceased that he intended to marry 
the mother of the child was not a statement made contrary to the de- 
clarant’ s pecuniary interest at the time, and was therefore inadmissible 


WARD ». 


No, 1. 


Postuumous ILLeGiti 
DECLARATION OF 


TO PECUNIARY 


in evide nee. . . 

Held, too, that the evidence of paternity was insu ficient to enable 
dependency to be inferred. aids : ; 

Schofield v. Orrell Colliery Co. (Limited) (53 Soricrrors’ JourNatr, 





518; 1909, A. C’. 433) distinguished. 


Appeals of the applicant and the employers respectively, from awards 
made by the county court judges at Dudley and Tredegar. In these 
two cases, which were heard consecutively, and treated as one in the 
judgment, the facts were very similar and raised the questions of what 
evidence wes necessary to prove the dependency of the posthumous 
illegitimate child of a workman killed by accident, and whether evidence 
of declarations made by the deceased workman, shewing an intention 
to offer marriage and a home to the mother of the child, was admissible 
as being evidence of statements made against his pecuniary interest. In 
Ward’s case, there was evidence that the deceased, a collier named 
Birchall, had admitted impending paternity, and expressed an intention 
of marrying the woman, and had sent her some small sums of money and 
a load of ‘house coal. The accident by which he met his death took 
place in January, and the child was born in May. The county court 
judge held, on the authority of Tucker vy. Oldbury Urban District 
Couned (1912, 2 K. B. 317) that he had no evidence to prove depen- 
dency before him, and that an illegitimate child did not become a 
dependant unless and until the father was ordered to pay for its main- 
tenance in pursuance of an affiliation order. In Lloyd’s case there 
was evidence that the deceased workman had admitted that the girl 
was in trouble by him, that he had announced his intention to marry 
her in good time, and that he had inquired of a fellow workman whether 
he knew of a cottage to let in the neighbourhood. This was in Sep- 
tember, 1911; he was killed by an accident on the 17th of October, and 
the child was born in May, 1912. The county court judge admitted 
the evidence, found in favour of the applicant, and awarded £150 com- 
pensation under Schedule [. 1 (a). 

At the conclusion of the arguments the court took time for consider- 
ation, and the judgment of THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and 
BuckLry and Hamivton, L.JJ.) was delivered by 

Hamitton, L.J., who said that in these tWwo cases posthumous ille- 
gitimate children claimed to be dependants of deceased workmen, and 
the judge in each case found paternity to be proved. Evidence was 
tendered of statements made by the deceased, alleged to be against 
his interest, as evidence to prove dependency. This was rejected in Ward’s 
case, and the claim failed, but was admitted in Lloyd’s case, where 
the claim succeeded. The court was much indebted to the arguments of 
counsel on both sides in each case. The questions raised were of great 
importance, as the facts of the ‘present cases were typical. As to the 
evidence of the statements made by the men, in substance they were 
statements, made after being informed that the mother was pregnant, 
that the deceased intended to marry her. If any part of the state- 
ment made was against interest, the whole was admissible in evidence : 
Reg. v. Haxeter (L. R. 4 Q. B. 345). The rule ag to the admissibility of 
such evidence was laid down by Lord Ellenborough in Higham v. 
Ridgeway (1 East 109, 2 Smith’s L.C.), and had been formulated since 
in many other cases. The rule shewed that it was essential (1) that the 
deceased should have made a statement of a fact, of the truth of which 
he had peculiar knowledge; (2) that the fact should be to the deceased’s 
‘‘immediate prejudice ’’ at the time he stated it: Massey vy. Allen (13 
Ch. D. 558), Re Tollemache (14 Q. B. D. 415); (3) the deceased must 
have known the statement to have been against his interest at the time 
he made it; (4) the adverse interest must be of a pecuniary or pro- 
prietary nature, not merely one prejudicial to reputation: Sussex 
Peerage case (11 Cl, & Fin. 111). The reasons given for admitting 
such evidence shewed the stringency of these essential conditions. The 
ground was that it was unlikely that a man would say falsely some- 
thing as to which he knew the truth, if his statement tended to his 
pecuniary disadvantage. As a _yeason this was sordid and uncon- 
vincing, for men lied for many reasons, and some for no reason at all, 
but it was too late to question this piece of eighteenth century philo- 
sophy. The rule must not be extended (oe v. Vowles, 1 M. & R. 261), 
and the facts stated, however proved, must be relevant to the issue. 
His lordship then read the material evidence admitted in Lloyd’s, and 
excluded in Ward’s case, and proceeded. In Lloyd’s case it was plain 
that the father knew that the date when in due cotirse the child would 
be born was some seven months off. The young woman was distresséd 
at her condition; the deceased’s statement to her and others was made 
with reference to her trouble, and he was ‘‘ vexed’’ himself about it. 
In none was the maintenance of the child alluded to, but to his fellow 
lodger Jones he addressed a question about a house. and referred to 
‘*‘making a home”’ for himself and the mother. How were any of 
these statements against interest? (1) If he promised marriage to Alice 
Lloyd, it was in consideration of her promise to marry him. ‘Such a 
mutual promise was not against interest. In a working-class marriage 
the wife was as much and often more the prop of the household than 
the husband. Further, the statement of a contract was not in itself 
a statement against interest: Reg. v. Worth (4 Q. B. 132); (2) the 
statement that he intended to marry the woman was not againet interest 
at the time he made it; the man might perform his promise, or the 
woman break hers, and marry someone else, or the child might die, or 
various possibilities might happen; (3) viewed as a declaration that in 
fact he was the father of the child, the statement did not satisfy the 


| conditions; it was quite different from the same statement by the 
mother, who knew all, while he only knew part and inferred the rest. 


His lordship did not think that the statement ‘“‘I am the father” 
satisfied the condition that the fact stated must be one of which the 
deceased had direct personal knowledge, and after extensive search 
had found no case in which such a statement had been held admissible. 
The onlv which the statement evidenced was the state of the 
deceased’s mind at the time he made it, and the expression of it left 
his pecuniary interest where it was. There was no case in which the 
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statement of a deceased had been admitted when it merely shewed an 
admission of liability, or of facts evidencing liability in futuro. State 
ments which would have been admissible and relevant against the party 
making them had he been a party to the cause were excluded in Hyde 
v. Palmer (32 L. J., Q. B. 126). If these statements were not admissible 
in evidence, what remained’ It was argued that paternity itselt 
carried with it such a moral obligation, with such a possibility of en 
forcement, as to evidence an intention to provide for the child, and it 
was said that there was affirmative evidence of such an intention. In 
Lloyd’s case this consisted of deceased’s inquiry of Jones whether he 
knew of a cottage, but this inquiry, stripped of all hearsay additions 
was quite neutral, and insufficient to prove an intention to maintain a 
child not expected to be born till May. In Ward’s case it consisted 
of some letters not read to the Court of Appeal, a statement as to 
paternity similar to those dealt with already, and of evidence that 
2s. 6d. and 4s. Gd. and a load of coals were given to the applicant’s 
mother, but no date was given for these gifts, and there was nothing 
to shew that she was with child at the time. There was no ground 
for inferring that the gift of coal was probably made about Christmas, 
and the learned judge had committed no error in law in declining to 
be satisfied that the applicant had discharged his burden of proof. 
It was now well settled that dependency was a question of fact and not 
a presumption of law: New Monckton Collieries v. Keeling (1911, 
A. C. 648). In Orrell Colliery Co. v. Schofield (53 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 
518; 1909, A. C. 433) it was proved that after the deceased had been 
informed he was the father of the child, the banns were put up at his 
expense, the wedding fixed and a guest invited. These facts explained 
why no objection was taken to the admissibility of evidence of the 
they were not worth objecting to, and thei 
admissibility was not discussed. In the absence of evidence of things 
done by the deceased, including things said by him when dicere est 
agere, the legal liability and the moral duty were not proof enough. It 
was too common knowledge that many men had no intention of main 
taining their bastards for any presumption to be possible. Affiliation 
proceedings were at best only a means of enforcing an indirect liability 
towards the child; the order was made in favour not of the child, but 
of the mother, or guardians, and in many cases no proceedings were 
taken or could be taken. The learned judge was right in not allowing 
himself to be guided by any legal presumption in Ward’s case, and 
the appeal would be dismissed with costs. In Lloyd’s case, as soon as 
the deceased’s statements were excluded, no evidence from which to 
infer dependency was left, and there the appeal must be allowed with 
costs, including costs in the court below.—Counset, Ward’s case, 
Vaughan Williams; Harold Morris; Lloyd’s case, Atkin, K.C., and 
A. Parsons; Sankey, K.C., and Hugh Jones Sortcrrors, W. 77. 
RE. H. Tremellen, for Ward d: Shephard, Dudley; Ford & Ford, for 
Metcalfe & Lefroy, Bristol; Pell, Brodrick, d& Cray, for C. & W. 
Kenshole, Aberdare; Ward, Bowie, & Co., for T. J. Thomas, Bargoed. 
[Reported by H. Lanarorp Liwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


deceased's statements; 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 

PERRY & CO. v. HESSIN & CO. Eve, J. 10th Feb. 
Costs—Taxation—Counset’s Fers—Turee Counset—Sprrcia, Crrcum 
sTaANCces—Country: SoLicitoR—ATTENDANCE at TRIAL IN Lonpon— 

ALLOWANCE oF Expenses—R.S.C. LXV. 27 (29). 

In a passing off action the plaintiffs alleged fraud against the 
defendants. There was a large amount of evidence, including a great 
number of exhibits, and the action lasted ten days. On taxation the 
taxing master disallowed the coatea of three counsel and uf the attendance 
of the country solicitor at the trial in London. Ona summans to reeien 
the taxation, 

Held, that the court ought not to overrule the discretion of the taxing 
master, and that the summons must be dismissed on both points with 
coasts. 

This was a summons to review the certificate of the taxing master on 
two grounds—(1) that he was wrong in disallowing the costs of three 
counsel, and (2) that he was wrong in not allowing the expenses of the 
country solicitor’s attendance at the trial in London. The action was a 
passing off action (reported 56 Sotic1rors’ JourNaL, 176, 572), in which 
the plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
manufacturing or selling pens which they alleged were colourable imita- 
tions of the pens made and sold by the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs alleged 
fraud on the part of the defendants, but the charge was entirely dis 
proved at the hearing. The case lasted ten days, and there was a large 
amount of evidence and a great number of exhibits. 

Eve, J.—By his summons the applicant seeks to review the certificate 
of the taxing master in two respects. In the first place, he says the 
taxing master was wrong in disallowing the costs of three counsel, and, 
in the second place, that he was wrong in not allowing the expenses 
of the country solicitor attending the trial of the action in London. 
With regard to the first point, it is quite impossible to formulate any 
rule which would be applicable to every case, but I will take it in favour 
of the applicant that the guiding rule is the one laid down by Fry, J., 
in Kirkwood v. Webster (9 Ch. D. 239), that if the case is one in which 
a réasonable and prudent man, acting with ordinary prudence, would 
not have ventured to come into court without three counsel, then three 
counsel ought to be allowed. That rule, however, must, as the later 


passing off action, and the plaintiff alleged that in three respects the 
defendant had deliberately passed off his goods as those of the plaintiff, 


| and to this were added particulars of at least one instance of alleged fraud 


No one can doubt that a defendant ought to be prepared to meet such a 
case in the fullest possible manner. Further, there was a large amount 
of evidence and an enormous number of exhibits, and one could well 
realise that the case would occupy a considerable amount of time. No 
reasonable and prudent man would forget that counsel during the trial 
might be engaged elsewhere, and therefore no prudent man would have 
gone into court without seeing that some counsel would be there. Is 
that the test whether the cost of three counsel ought to be allowed 
There is authority to shew that it is not. In order to justify the rule 
laid down by Fry, J., a party empleying three counsel ought to 
contemplate that they will give undivided attention to the 
case, Then it is seid that the present case presents many 
aspects which would justify the allowance of three counsel 
It is said that the case is one of great importance, especially as a 
charge of fraud is made against the defendant. But beyond the 
charge of fraud, and beyond the particular trade concerned 
is of no general importance and no legal importance, nor is it a 
commercial importance, in the sense mentioned : Peel vy. London and 
North-Western Railway Co. (1907, 1 Ch. 607). Then it is said that the 
case was a very complicated one and lasted ten days. The word 
plicated, however, does not mean merely lengthy, but applies to 
which involves a large amount of mental exertion. The mere fact that 
the case involved a comparison of a large number of boxes and pens 
does not constitute it a complicated case. Then it was suggested that 
the evidence was not only lengthy, but there were a large number of 
exhibits to examine and compare. But my experience is that where you 
have a large number of exhibits the additional help of a third counsel 
leads to waste of time and confusicn. I come, therefore, to the con 
clusion that I ought not to allow the cost of three, though the defendant 
was well advised in retaining three counsel, who each and all assisted 
the court. I dismiss, therefore, the summons on the first point. With 
regard to the second point, that the taxing master was wrong in not 
allowing the expenses of the country solicitor, I feel more doubt. This 
was a Birmingham case, all the witnesses came from Birmingham, and 
it related to a trade there. The briefs were prepared with great 
accuracy and fulness. There were a large number’of exhibits, and the 
only person who could adequately instruct counsel was the country 
solicitor. If I had been the taxing master I should have seriously con 
sidered whether I ought not to have allowed these costs. The charge 
of fraud was not dealt with by the objection and was not therefore 
taken into account by the taxing master. But a person charged with 
fraud often regards his solicitor as the best friend he has in the world, 
and therefore that is one reason for wanting the solicitor to be 
present at the trial. The objection states that his attendance was 
necessary in order to explain the exhibits. The taxing master says the 
allowance ought only to be made in exceptional circumstances, and goes 
on to say that the brief was so exhaustively drawn that the attendance 
of the country solicitor was not necessary. I have not seen the brief, 
and therefore it would not be right for me to overrule the taxing master 
ind allow the attendance. I must dismiss the summons on_ both 
grounds with costs.—Counset, Astbury. K.C.. and Sebastian; DP. 0 
Lawrence. K.C.. and Serqant. Sorricirors.—7T. H. Beran for Jeffery. 
Wild, d: Lovatt, Birmingham; F. H. Davies & Co., for Rowlands & Co 
Birmingham. 
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[Reported by 8. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


‘ 
Re SIMPSON. CLARKE v. SIMPSON AND OTHERS. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 29th Jan. 

SettLep Estarr—LeaskHotp Property—RENTS AND OUTGOINGS TO BE 
Parp out or Restpve—Sate sy Tenant ror Lire—Speciric Bequest 
ORDINARY APPLICATION OF PROCEEDS OF SALE—ADDITIONAL ALLOW 
ANCE OUT OF THE Restpve IN Respect or RENT anv OvTcorncs— 
Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr., c. 38), s. 51. 

A testator left a leasehold house to his wife till her decease or second 
marriage, and directed that his trustees should pay all the rent, rates, 
and taxes in respect thereof out of his general estate. These amounted 
to £160 per annum. After some years the wife sold the lease under her 
statutory power of sale, and now claimed (1) such an annuity as would 
exhaust the sale moneys in the eleven years the lease had still to run; 
(2) an annuity of £160 during the continuance of the lease. 

Held (1), following Askew v. Woodhead (1880, 14 ('/.D. 27), that 
she was entitled to the first annuity which she claimed ; (2) that she was 
not entitled to the £160 per annum during the continuance of the lease. 

This was a summons by the trustees of a settled estate to determine 
what were the rights of the widow of the testator, who was equitable 
tenant for life. By his will dated the 4th of June, 1898, a testato1 
bequeathed a leasehold house to his executors and trustees upon trust 
to permit his wife to occupy the same during her widowhood, “ my 
trustees paying the ground rent and all rates, taxes, and outgoings 
in respect of the said dwelling-house, doing all necessary repairs and 
observing and performing the covenants contained in the lease under 
which the same is held out of my general estate, it being my wish 
that my said wife shall be personally relieved from the payment of 
the ground rent, rates, taxes and outgoings, cost of repairs, and the 
observance and performance of the covenants aforesaid; and I declare 
that from and after the decease or second marriage of my said wife 
(which ehall first happen) the said dwelling-house shall fall into and 





cases shew, be read with some qualification. The present case was a 





form part of my personal estate.’’ The testator died on the 4th of 
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August, 1898. The widow continued to reside in the house for about 
fourteen years, the outgoings, which (including the £25 ground rent) 
amounted to about £160 a year, being paid by the trustees. On the 26th 
of September, 1912, the widow, as equitable life tenant under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, assigned the house to a purchaser for £450, the trustees 
merely joining to receive the purchase-money. The widow claimed to 
be paid such an annuity as would exhaust the £450 (less costs) in the 
eleven years the lease had still to run. She also claimed £160 a year 
during the continuance of the lease. On the first point counsel for the 
widow relied on the case of Askew v. Woodhead (1880, 14 Ch. D., 
p. 27). On the second point he contended that the provision for pay- 
ment of outgoings out of the residue was itself a legacy annexed to 
the house, and the bequest of the house free of all outgoings made the 
widow tenant for life of a house having those advantages attached to 
it. If the sale was to put an end to such benefit, this would have 
operated as an inducement to the widow to refrain from exercising the 
statutory power. In that event the provision would have been void 
under section 51 of the Settled Land Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict., c. 38). 
He accordingly claimed that the widow was entitled to this £160 per 
annum during the residue of the term of the lease or of her life, 
notwithstanding the sale: (He T'renchard, Ward v. Trenchard, 1900, 
16 L. T. Rep., 525, and to the subsequent report of the same case, 1902, 
1 Ch. 378). 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said :—The first point is 
covered by Askew v. Woedhead (ubi supra), and the widow is entitled 
to this annuity which she claims. On the second point, in my opinion, 
this provision for the payment of outgoings does not fall within section 
51 of the Settled Land Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict., c. 38). It is true 
that while the widow was in occupation of the house she was free from 
these expenses, but the provision conferring these extra benefits upon 
her was not a provision tending to induce her to abstain from exercising 
her power of sale. The case of Re T'renchard, Ward v. Trenchard 
(ubi supra) has been put forward as showing that Byrne, J., took a 
different view ; but by the later report of the case when it came on again 
before Buckley, J. (1902, 1 Ch. 378, at p. 383), it only appears that the 
widow was entitled there ‘‘ as against the proceeds of sale ’’ to the same 
annual benefit as if she had not sold and that she was not entitled to 
anything more. I have accordingly come to the conclusion that this 
case is not affected by section 51, and that the widow is not entitled to 
have the £160 per annum.—Covunset, J. HZ. Tyrrell; R. F. MacSwinney ; 
Charles Church. Soxtcrrors, H. Tyrrell &: Son, for J. B. Clarke & Co., 


Birmingham. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BLOW. GOVERNORS OF ST. BARTHOLOMEW’S HOSPITAL 
v. CAMBDEN. Warrington, J. 4th Feb. 


LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF—ADMINISTRATION—DIsSTRIBUTION OF ASSETS— 
Executors’ LiaBILiry AFTER Srx Years—Trustee Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vicr., c. 59), s. 8. 

The executors of a testator who lef{t a large leasehold estate distri- 
buted the property among the beneficiaries, obtaining from them coven- 
ants of indemnity in respect of the liabilities under the leases. More 
than six years afterwards a liability was incurred by reason of the 
rents due to the freeholders not being paid. 

Held, that section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, was not applicable to 
exempt the executors from liability. 

This was an action for the administration of the estate of one Samuel 
Blow. On the 10th of August, 1893, the plaintiffs granted to Samuel 
Blow seven separate leases of properties known collectively as the Peer- 
less Pool Estate. Each lease contained a covenant for the payment of 
the rent. Samuel Blow died on the 8th of January, 1902, leaving a 
will and codicils under which the defendant, William Cambden, and 
Frederick Dawkins were executors. The Peerless Pool Estate was 
bequeathed to his wife for life, and after her death to his children. The 
residue was bequeathed to his wife and children in certain shares. At 
the time of the testator’s death, and for some time afterwards, the 
rents of the estate were more than sufficient to pay the rents due to 
the plaintiffs, but since 1909 the rents had fallen into arrear. In 1902 
the executors had distributed the estate amongst the beneficiaries, 
taking from them covenants indemnifying the executors against claims 
under the lease. The plaintiffs claimed that as far as might be neces- 
sary to ratify all their claims, the surviving executor, William Camb- 
den, might be declared and made liable for having distributed among 
the beneficiaries portions of the testator’s estate, and he might be re- 
quired to enforce his rights of indemnity against them, and that the 
beneficiaries might be ordered to refund amounts received by them. 

Warrineton, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the repre- 
sentatives of Dawkins had pleaded the Trustee Act, 1888, and insisted 
that all payments to beneficiaries made before the 31st of July, 1906, 
must be allowed as having been made more than six years before the 
commencement of the proceedings against them. ‘The defendant Camb 
den, the surviving executor, raised the same defence, but it was of no 
importance to him, as he was in any case liable for the rent as assignee 
of the lease. If the defendants’ contention was well founded it would 
result in this, that in every creditor’s administration action begun more 
than six years after the death, the executors would, in the absence of 
fraud, be entitled to be allowed every payment made more than six 
years before the commencement of the proceedings against them. The 
change in practice would be a startling one, and it was remarkable that 
no instance of an account in a creditor’s action being so limited had 


Ist of January, 1890. It was quite clear that before the Act such pay- 
ment would have been disallowed: He Hyatt, Bowles v. Hyatt (38 
Ch. D. 609). The material parts of the statute were as follows :—Sec- 
tion 1 (3) ‘‘ For the purposes of this Act the expression ‘ trustee ’ shall 
be deemed to include an executor or administrator,” and section 8. 
The statute undoubtedly made the limitation of section 8 applicable to 
an action against an executor, but the provisions of the section might be 
of such a kind as to make it inapplicable to a particular kind of action. 
This was an action by a creditor of the deceased founded on the de- 
ceased’s contract, and not on any contract of the executors. Its object 
was to have the estate of the deceased ascertained and got in and 
properly applied in a-due course of administration. Incidentally the 
result might be that the executors might have to pay into court moneys 
already paid away by them otherwise than in such due course. But 
such payment is not in these cases the cause of action; in fact, it could 
not be a cause of action, except an action for a devastavit with which 
he had not then to deal. It was not a breach of trust, the obligation 
of the executor being a legal, not an equitable one. Was section 8 
of the Trustee Act applicable to such an action? Sub-clause (a) was 
clearly inapplicable. If the defendants could set up any existing statute 
of limitations, it was the statute of James I. so far as it was a bar 
to an action of devastavit. But this was not such an action, neither was 
it an action brought to recover money. At all events, the money which 
it was sought to recover was the debt owing to the plaintiff, and there- 
fore not one to which no existing statute of limitations applied. The 
learned judge expressed his disagreement with an opinion expressed 
by Fletcher Moulton, L.J., in Lacons v. Warmoll (1907, 2 K. B. 350). 
With regard to Re Croydon (55 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 632) the learned 
judge in that case refused to enforce against the estate of a deceased 
executor and trustee a claim to money paid away more than six years 
before action. But that was a beneficiaries’ action, to which very differ- 
ent considerations applied. He therefore held that section 8 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, was not applicable to the present case.—CouNsEL, 
Carr, K.C., and Beaumont; Terrell, K.C., and Wood; Clauson, K.C. ; 
Taylor; Green; Howard; Gover. Soxticrrors, Wilde, Moore, 
Wigston, & Co. ; Chalton Hubbard; E. V. Huxstable ; Carter & Carter; 
Mills, Curry, & Gaskell; Taylor & Bryden. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Trecarturn, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


High Gourt—King’s Bench 
Division. 
BATES AND ANOTHER v, GORDON HOTELS (LIM.). 
14th Feb. 


Counry Court—Practice AND Procepure—TaxatTion Between Party 
AND Party—ALLowance ror Two Counset—Power To Make Suc 
ALLOWANCE. 

On a taxation of costs in the county court between party and party 
pursuant to the County Court Rules, 1903-4, the registrar has no 
power to allow items for fees for more than one counsel, 


This was an appeal from a decision of His Honour Judge Woodfall 
upholding a decision of the registrar of the Westminster County Court 
on a taxation of costs between party and party. The learned registrar 
had allowed two fees for counsel, a,leading counsel and a junior counsel 
who had been briefed for the defendants. The plaintiffs contended 
that there was no power to allow fees for two couneel, and appealed 
to the judge, who upheld the decision of the registrar, saying that it 
was the practice in that court to allow fees to two counsel in a suitable 
case. By Order 22 (a), r. 27 (3), of the County Court Rules, 1903 and 
1904 :—‘‘ Where costs are taxed under column C, reasonable fees may, 
in cases in which there is a real contest, be allowed to counsel im 
excess of those mentioned in items 85-94 in respect of the matters 
referred to in such items, at the discretion of the registrar, subject 
to review by the judge.’’ The items objected to were the fees (for 
the leading counsel), Nos. 85 and 87 for brief fee and fee on ‘‘ con- 
ference.”’ In 1888 jurisdiction was given to the county court in certain 
cases under the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876. In 1899 was 
passed the following rule—Order 53, rule 45 (2) (4)—in respect of these 
proceedings ‘‘reasonable fees may be allowed to counsel in excess 
of those mentioned in items 85-94 in respect of the mattere referred to 
in such items, and where more counsel than one are retained, reasonable 
fees may be allowed to such additional counsel, and for consultations,’’ 
It appeared that this rule was not brought to the attention of the 
learned county court judge. 

A. T. Lawrence, J. :—This case is, no doubt, an important one, be- 
cause it raises a question of whether in the county court on a taxation 
as between party and party fees for two counsel may be allowed. The 
county court judge has upheld the decision of the registrar of his 
county court in holding that under the rules at present in force fees 
for two counsel may be allowed. We are asked to say whether this 
decision is correct. I sympathies with the decision, because I feel 
that there are very many important cases which are not cases dealing 
with rivers’ pollution, or with the other matters specially dealt with by 
Order 53, r. 45 (2) (4). I should have been glad to hold that the 
county court judges and registrars had a discretion to allow two 
counsel. But I think that the arguments put forward by the learned 
counsel for the appellant make it impossible for us to so hold. No 





Div, Court, 





been cited, although the Act of 1888 had been in operation since the j dou the learned county court judge had not before him a matter 
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vhich had very considerable weight i < us os rules Prana up 
with regard to the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876 [hese 
appearance of two counsel in the county 


rules distinctly deal with the 
purpose : they spe ak 


court, and they use appropriate language for the 


| 


of a “consultation’’ and of ‘‘ more than one poet y= for there is | 


no limitation to two counsel. When you come to look at the County 
Court Rules, 1903-4, rules of a later date, they do not use that language ; 
they empower the registrar to allow an increased fee in certain 
specified items, ¢ 3. 
When we refer to these items we find the word used is ‘‘ conference, 

and not onsultation I auvree that the words ‘‘a barrieter’’ used 
in the earlier County Court Acts may have a plural meaning. But I do 
can hold that the Rule Committee who drafted the late: 
rules were entirely unaware of these rules of 1899. 1 think I am bound 
to construe the language of these rules, which were made in pari 
meaning, and there is a clear dictinction 


not think we 


materia, as having the same 


ind in respect of the matters mentioned in such items. | 


drawn in them between a conference and a consultation. The other | 


argument which was addreseed to us by the learned counsel for the 
respondents—viz., that the learned registrar had the right to do the 
game thing in a different way. by taking the total eum which he thought 
proper to be allowed for counsel, and dividing it into two parts—that 
argument seemed to me to suggest that the registrar may do something 
which is not within the meaning of “ taxation at all. He cannot 
shift the sum allowable about from item to item to arrive at a simila: 
result as if two counsel had been allowed. All he is entitled to do is 
to say whether a particular item is too large or not. I think we are 
bound to hold that the county court judge was wrong In my opinion, 
although it is highly desirable that there should be power to allow two 
fees for counsel in proper cases in the county court, there is no powe 
to allow them under these rules. Age to the preliminary point, even if 


prohibition did lie, it would not, in my opinion, preclude an appeal. | 
had juriediction to review the taxa- 


It is clear the county court judge 
tion, and it is impossible to hold that he had jurisdiction to upset, but 
not to uphold the registi ir’s decision. 

Lusn, J.. gave indg ment to the came effect 
Vorton Nmith for responde nt Tlenn Collinge 
Bate Slanley, Woodhouse, d Tledderwick. 


[Reported by C. G. Mornay, Barrieter 


Counser, for appellant, 
Souicirors, Arthur 


New Orders, &c. 


Orders in Council. 
COLONIAL PROBATES 


Whereas by the first section of the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, it is 
enacted as follows 

‘Her Majesty the Queen may, on being satisfied that the Legislature 
of any British possession has made adequate provision for the recognition 
in that possession of probates and letters of administration granted by 
the Courts of the United Kingdom, direct by Order in Council that 
this Act shall, subject to any exceptions and modifications specified in 
the Order, apply to that possession, and thereupon, while the Order is 
in force, this Act shall apply accordingly.” 

And whereas His Majesty is satisfied that the Legislatures of the 
British Possessions hereinafter mentioned havé~ made adequate pro- 
vision for the recognition in those Possessions of Probates and Letters 
of Administration granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the powers 
by the above-recited Act in His Majesty vested, is pleased by and 
with the advice of His Most Honourable Privy Council to order, and 
it is hereby ordered, as follows $ P 

The Colonial Probates Act, 1892, shal] apply to the British Possessions 
hereunder mentioned : 

The Province of Alberta, in the Dominion of Canada 
The Province of Saskatchewan, in the Dominion of Canada. 

And the Right Honourable Lewis Harcourt, one of His Majesty's 
Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necessary directions herein 
accordingly. —Gazette, 14th February. > 





County Courts. 


COLCHESTER, CLACTON AND HARWICH. 


Whereas it is enacted by the County Courts Act, 1888, that it shall 
be lawful for His Majesty, by Order in Council y: time to time to 
alter the number and boundaries of the districts and the place of hold- 
ing any Court : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that from and 
after the 3lst day of March, 1913, the boundary of the Colchester, 
Clacton and Fiarwich District of the County Court Circuit No. 38 shall 
he extended so as to include the whole of the Harwich Harbour and 
the whole of the River Stour between highwater mark from such 
harbour to Catterwade Bridge, Manningtree, and such part of the 
River Orwell between highwater mark situate in the Counties of Essex 
and Suffolk south of an imaginary line drawn from Bloody Point 
Shotley, in a due —— direction to Walton Battery, both in the 
County of Suffolk, and all the part of the Harwich Harbour, the River 
Stour and the River Orwell hereinbefore referred to, heretofore being 


| J. C. Bromfield, Esq 


part of the County Court Circuit No. 33, be incorporated into ind 
become part of the said Colchester, Clacton and Harwich District, and 
be excluded from and cease to be part of the County Court Circuit 
No. 33.—Gazette, 14th February. 








Societies. 


Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The thirty-second annual meeting of this society was held at th 
Town Hall, Chester, on Friday, the 14th inst., the president (Mr. 
N. A. E. Way, of Chester) in the chair. 

The society's Intermediate Prize for 1912 was presented to Myr. 
S. P. Roberts, who is serving his articles with Mr. J. Eustace Jones 
(of the firm of Messrs. Walker, Smith & Way, Chester). 

The following were elected officers for the ensuing year: 
Mr. T. H. Whiteley (Nantwich); vice-president, Mr. H. Goodman 
Roberts (Mold); hon. treasurer, Mr. F. B. Mason (Chester); hon. 
secretary, Mr. Henry G. Hope (Chester); hon. auditors, Mr. Francis 
Nunn (Colwyn Bay) and Mr, F. ‘Turner (Chester). 

The following gentlemen, in addition to the above-named officers, are 
the committee for the ensuing year :—Messrs. R. Farmer (Chester), A. 
Foulkes Roberts (Denbigh), RK. G. Williams (Chester), L. Lloyd John 
(Corwen), H. Hatt-Cook (Northwich), H. F. Brown (Chester), N. A. E. 
Way (Chester), J. H. Bate (Wrexham), and F. H. Cooke (Crewe) 

A hearty vote of thanks was accorded to the retiring president and 
to the other officers for their services during the past year. 

After the meeting the annual dinner was held at the Blossoms Hotel, 
Chester, when the guests of the society were His Honour Judge Stanger, 
(president of the Liverpool Incorporated Law 
Sor iety), and Dr. ‘eee (president of the Chester and District 
Medical Association 

His Honour Judge Moss was unfortunately unable to be present 

e———9 

Sussex law Society. 

Phe annual meeting was held at the Law Library, 69, Ship-street, 
Brighton, on the 3rd of February, 1913, Mr. R. Barrett Pope, presi- 
dent, in the chair. 

The report and statements of accounts were received and adopied 

Mr. E. H. Blaker, of Chichester, was elected president for 1913, an 
Mr. C. Somers Clarke re-elected honorary treasurer, and Mr. A 


| Borlase honorary secretary. 


The general committee was elected as follows Messrs. H. Cane, 
G. Cheesman, C. C. Davie, T. Eggar, F. B. Stevens, H. M. Welsford, 
H. M. Williams, the president, the ex-president (Mr. R. B. Pope), t! 
hon. treasurer and the hon. secretary. 

His Honour Judge Mackarness and Mr. J. Colbatch Clark were elected 
hon. members. 

A circular from the Law Society as to the Cornish custom of condi- 
tions of sale reserving the preparation of the conveyance to the vendor's 
solicitor was considered. A resolution was passed disapproving of such 
a condition being inserted in conditions of sale by auction, and approv 
ing of the’Council asking Parliament to declare illegal any condition 
on a sale by auction which compels the purchaser to employ the vendor's 
solicitor, or to pay a fee to him for preparing the conveyance, or which 
limits in any other way the right of a purchaser to employ any soll 
citor he thinks fit. The resolution was passed on the understanding 
that it would apply only to sales of real estate by auction, and not 
to sales by private contract 

A circular from the Hertfordshire Law Society as to towns being 
grouped together for the purposes of assizes was read and considered, 
and a resolution was passed disapproving on general grounds of towns 
being grouped together for assize purposes, either as regards civil ca 
or criminal cases. 

It was decided to hold the annual dinner the first week in March. 

A vote of thanks was passed to the retiring president, and the 

mmittees, and to the auditors. 


Halifax Incorporated Law Society (Limited). 


The annual meeting of the above society was held at the Law 
Library, Halifax, on Thursday, the 30th of January last, Mr. A. T 
Longbotham, the president, being in the chair 
The report of the committee and the treasurer's 
adopted, and many matters of importance discussed. 
On the motion of Mr. Longbotham, seconded by Mr. Aked, Mr. 


accounts 


| Walter Storey was unanimously elected president, this being his fiftieth 


| year in practice as solicitor in Halifax. 





He had previously in 1891 
occupied a similar position in the society. 

Mr. Robert Wilkinson and Mr. G. M. Riley, M.A., L.L.M., were 
elected vice-presidents. 


United Law Socicty. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, 17th of Febru 
ary, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. 8. S. Abrahams moved 
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“That the case of Cave v. Horsell (1912, 3 K. B. 533) was wrongly 
decided.”’ Mr. 8. E. Pocock opposed. The following gentlemen also 
spoke : Mr. 8. Webb Johnson, Mr. 8. E. Redfern, Mr. Guy Sailey, Mr. 
R. Turnbull, Mr. Haddon Gray, Mr. E. S. Cox Sinclair, Mr A. T. 


Settle, Mr. Norman Aaron, Mr. T. A. Pace, Mr. H. S. Wood Smith, | 


Mr. M. Dawson. The motion was lost by seven votes. 


The Late Lord Macnaghten. 


In the House of Lords, on Tuesday morning, says the 7'imes, before 
the business of the day was begun, the Lord Uhancellor, Lord Kinnear, 
Lord Shaw, and Lord Mereey, together with the Bishop ot Peterborough, 
Mr. Muir Mackenzie (the Lord Chancellor’s secretary), and the officials 
of the House, met to pay a tribute to the late Lord Macnaghten. 

The Lord Chancellor, at the opening of the sitting, while their lord- 
ships remained standing, said : 

Before the House proceeds to the judicial business of the day 1 wish 
to try to express in a few sentences, however imperfectly, our sense of 
the loss that has fallen upon us. Lord Macnaghten was a great lawyer. 
He had an immense command of knowledge, but he also had that rare 
gift of tracing back the authorities with which he was familiar to the 
jegal principles upon which they rested. He possessed, in addition, a 
command of language as accurate as it was picturesque. Lord Mac- 
naghten was more than a great lawyer. He was a great judge in that 
other sense that he had a passionate desire to do justice and a fearless- 
ness in expressing his conclusions which will make his loss felt not only 
here at home, but in the distant parts of the Empire. To us who were 
his colleagues and who met him in daily intercourse he was a friend 
and counsellor whom we shall serely mies. His memory will long remain 
present with us and be held in great affection. 

At the opening of the Northern Circuit Assizes at Manchester, on the 
same day, Mr. Justice Bailhache, in his address to the grand jury, 
said perhaps they would not consider it out of place if he referred to 
the great loss which the country had sustained in the death of Lord 
Macnaghten. He was a great judge, a man of almost unrivalled know- 
ledge of the law, and endowed with the robuet common sense which 
was necessary to the discharge of judicial functions. He had the great 
grace of courtesy, and he was distinguished in this, that he wore the 
white flower of a blameless life and carried it through his long period 
of eighty-three years. 











Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JANUARY, 1913. 

‘The names of the solicitors under whom the candidates served articles 
of clerkship follow the names of the candidates. 

At the examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction :— 
First Ctass. 

(Mr. R. C. Coulton, of King’s Lynn.) 
Seconp CLass. 


AuBprey Ewan Covutrton. 


Henry Theodore Michelmore, LL.B., London. (Mr. H. W. Michel- 
more, of Exeter; and Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett & Michelmore, of 
London.) 

Turrp CLrAss, 
(In Alphabetical Order.) 

Thomas Dalkin Harrison, B.A. Oxon. (Mr. Charles John Archer, 
of Stockton-on-Tees. ) 

Basil Thomas Holland, LL.B. London. 
London.) 

Arthur Brooke Turner, B.A. Oxon. 


(Mr. Charles E. Pettit, of 
(Mr. Edward Evershed, of the 
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firm of Messrs. Pointon & Evershed, of Birmingham; and Mr. Charles 


8. Preston, of Messrs. Stow, Preston & Lyttelton, of London.) 

o Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prizes of 
_To Mr. Coulton, the Daniel Reardon prize, value about £23; and the 
Clement’s Inn prize, value about £10. 

To Mr. Harrison, the John Mackrell prize, value about £9. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the first, 
second and third classes. 

Sixty-two candidates gave notice for the examination. 

By order of the Council, 
; S. P. B. Bucxnit, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 


14th February, 1913. 








The Dublin Police Bill, the Mental Deficiency Bill, the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Bill, the Public Health (Acquisition of Water) Bill, the 
Milk and Dairies Bill, the Employment of Children Bill, and the Mer- 
thant Shipping (Certificates) Bill have been withdrawn. 






| ¢ 


| 








Obituary. 
Mr. G. B. M. Covre. 


‘The death occurred suddenly on Tuesday morning of Mr. George 
Barnard Milbauk Coore, an assistant secretary in the elementary schools 
branch of the Board of Education. 

Born at Scruton, Yorkshire, on 28th of December, 1865, Mr. Cuore 
was the fourth son of Mr. Henry Coore, and educated at Bath College 
and at Corpus Christi, Oxford, of which college he was a scholar. He 
vraduated in 1888 after having obtained a first class in Classical 
Moderations in 1886 and a second class in Lit. //um. in 1888. He was 
called to the Bar by the Middle Temple in 1890, and two years later 
became private secretary to Mr. Bryce, who was at that time Chan- 
cellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. In October, 1894, Mr. Coore entered 
the Charity Commission as temporary assistant Commissioner, and in 
October, 1902, he was transferred to the Board of Education, South 
Kensington. He was appointed an assistant secretary on the legal side 
of the Board in February, 1907, and was transferred to the pust which 
he held at his death in January, 1910. He was an able official and a 
sound lawyer, and his views were characterized by a thorough grasp of 


principles. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


Artacur WititiAM Hastincs Daungey, GreorGe ALLAN VILLENEUVE 
Russett Roserts, and CLEMENT HENDERSON GuRNEY, solicitors (Worth- 
Evans, Dauney, & Co.), 27, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-street, 

Jan. 31, . 

Epwarp Tuomas Dansy and James SHERMAN Dansy, solicitors 
(Danby, Brooks, & Co.), Leadenhall-buildings, No. 1, Leadenhall-street, 
E.C., and West Ealing. Dec. 31. [Gazette, Feb, 14. 


ington, 
London. 





Information Required. 


Will the gentleman inquiring for EDWARD SAMUEL PARRY, 
late 2m] A. and 8S. Highlanders, kindly communicate with the same at 
Royal Marine Band, Melville Barracks, Chatham ? 


General. 


On the 14th inst. the Royal Assent was given to the Agricultural 
Holdings Act, the Aerial Navigation Act, and some private Acts. 

The Select Committee on Motor Traffic, of which Sir George Toulmin 
is chairman, has reported to the House of Commons that they have not 
completed their inquiry, and ask to be reappointed next Session. 

It is understood, says the 7'imes, that the Home Secretary will intro- 
duce next Session an Administration of Justice Bill. The view taken 
is that some present practices are not in harmony with modern ideas, 
and the Bill will seek to reform our criminal system in regard to such 
matters as hard labour, the system of fines, and the treatment of 
juvenile offenders. It may be expected to lay down, for instance, the 
conditions under which hard labour should be given to prisoners. In 
many cases at present it is a matter of chance whether a prisoner gets 
hard labour or not, and, if no special order is given by the magistrate, 
it may depend on the form of the writ of indictment. With respect 
to the fines, for the non-payment of which a large number of people 
are imprisoned every day, it is under consideration whether, in some 
cases, time for payment should be allowed, or whether instalments of 
a fine might be paid. The Bill may include proposals for dealing with 
prisoners who refuse to take their food, but this has not yet been 
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settled. Mr. McKenna will also reintroduce the Mental Deficiency Bill 
next Session. 

At Manchester Assizes on Wednesday Mr. Justice Horridge condemned 
the practice of taking into court cases which ought to be adjudicated 
upon by experts. The matter before him, he said, was one which 
should have been taken to the official referee. If another action of 
the kind came before him he should strike it out and make the respon 
sible party pay the costs. It was not right such cases should waste 
the time of a judge and special jury. It was expensive to the country 
and not fair to other parties in the list. 


At North London Police Court, on the 15th inst., says the 7'imes, a 
police officer attached to the General Post Office applied on behalf of 
the Postmaster-General for a warrant against a‘man for an alleged 
offence against the Post Office In the course of the application it 
appeared that the man in prison, and that the officer had had an 
interview with him. Mr. Hedderwick : You go to a man in prison and 
put certain questions to him, and on the strength of it you ask for a 
warrant against him. The whole process is most undesirable. The 
applicant : Before he was questioned he received a caution in the usual 
way. Mr. Hedderwick: As he was cautioned, strictly speaking the 
information is admissible, but I have a strong objection, when a man 
is to be charged, to his being questioned in this way. In the circum- 
stances I refuee a warrant, and you can take out a summons. You have 
been acting on instructions from a superior authority, so I do not blame 
you. It is no part of a police officer's duty to do anything in the way 
of examination or cross-examination of a person who is to be charged. 
It is in the light of day of the open court where euch examination must 
take place. If such a thing were tolerated we should be under the 
same syetem as the French, where a prisoner is browbeaten. The appli 
cant said he would not take a summons, but would lay the matter before 
the postal authorities. 

With a view to obviating the inconvenience caused by the illness of 
jurymen during the hearing of cases, a much-needed improvement in the 
English jury system was referred to at the Central Criminal Court on 
Saturday, the 15th inst. A part-heard case was in the list before 
Judge Rentoul, K.C., but on the reassembling of the court it was 
announced by Mr. Austin, the Deputy-Clerk, that one of the jurors was 
ill with influenza and unable to resume his place in the jury-box. Mr. 
Montagu Shearman, junior, the counsel for the prosecution, suggested 
that in the circumstances the jury should be discharged from giving a 
verdict, and the case postponed until the next sessions. Judge Rentoul 
agreed that that was the only thing to do. The jury were accordingly 
discharged from giving a verdict. Before the jurors left the box 
Judge Rentoul said he was sorry they had had to come there uselessly. 
He hoped that before long this country would adopt the method which 
was in use in other countries—namely, to swear one or two extra 
jurors who sat in court and heard the case, not on the jury, but ready 
to take the place of any juryman who fell ill. It was exceedingly hard 
to have to begin that trial over again, as it had already lasted a day, 
but in some instances jurymen had been taken ill in cases which had 
occupied many days. The eleven jurymen then left the box, the fore 
man remarking, ‘‘ We are merely pawns in the legal game.”’ 


A case of some interest, says the Times, was decided by Deputy 
Judge Lush at Westminster County Court on the 14th inst. Mr. Alfred 
Harrison Ford claimed damages for negligence against the Great West- 
ern Railway. Mr. Downes Powell, counsel for the plaintiff, said the 
plaintiff wished to go to Hurley on the 3lst of August last, but desired 
to break his journey at Maidenhead. According to the indicator at 
Paddington Station a train for Maidenhead left No. 1 platform at 7.30 
p.m., and he asked a ticket collector on that platform if the whole 
train went to Maidenhead. The reply was, ‘‘ Right you are, sir; jump 
in.’’ It turned out to be a train due to make its first stop at Oxford, 
with a slip-carriage at Taplow. The plaintiff was not in the “ slip.”’ 
At Didcot Junction the signal was against the train, and a stop was 
made which enabled the plaintiff to alight and get a train back to 
Reading, where he calle? on a solicitor with whom he had business and 
obtained a taxi-cab to take him to Hurley at a cost of 19s. 3d. Mr. 
Douglas Bartley, appearing for the defendants, submitted there was 
no case to answer. Tickets were issued subject to the company’s by- 
laws under which they were not liable for any loss or negligence, unless 
there was wilful misconduct by the company’s servants. He cited the 
case of Morris v. Great Western Railway, in which it was held, on 
appeal, that the company’s servants had not been guilty of misconduct. 


The Deputy-Judge : In the absence of that judgment I should have | 


construed the notice in the time-table quite differently. I am bound by 
that decision. Mr. Powell submitted that the act of the ticket collector 
amounted to wilful misconduct. He cited Woodgate v. Great Western 
Railway. It was gross negligence to put plaintiff into the wrong train. 
The Deputy-Judge : Not misconduct. Judgment was entered for the 
defendants, with costs. 


When the case of Carter v. Griffiths was called on recently, says 
the Times, Mr.Danckwerts, K.C., for the appellant, said the case 
was stated upon certain points raised under the National Ineurance 
Act, 1911. Some of these points were not now open, because they 
had already been heard and decided in that Court. Having given the 
remaining pointe his full consideration, and his client having left the 
matter in his hands, he desired to eay that he did not presse the 
appeal. He took the responsibility of doing so. The Solicitor- 
General, for the respondent, said that, of course, he could not object 
to the appeal not being proceeded with, but as the National Insurance 


i Act affected a large number of people, he thought it was desirable that 
| the points which Mr. Danckwerts did not now press to be argued 
should be stated. This was not the only case. Mr. Justice Phillimore 
said the Court was not prepared to give any decision upon points 
which had not been argued. Mr. Danckwerts was at liberty to with- 
draw his appeal, and having done so the appeal would be dismissed 
with costs. He was not prepared to make the Court a party to any 
expression of opinion about it. The Solicitor-General thought it was 
desirable that it should be put on record that certain points had been 
taken before the magistrates, that a case had been stated, and that his 
learned friend had decided not to press thoece points here. Mr. Justice 
Phillimore said the only object of such a statement would be for the 
purpose of publicity, and it was open to the Commissioners to publish 
the case or parts of it, and to state that counsel in the position of 
Mr. Danckwerts did not press the appeal. The Solicitor-General said 
he did not ask for any expression of opinion from the Court, but he 
conceived it to be part of his duty that the points should be stated. 
Mr. Justice Phillimore said that the Court was not meant to be ; 
channel of publicity. The Solicitor-General then asked that the appeal 
should be dismissed with costs. Mr. Justice Phillimore.—Yes. 


Why Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TemperRANce Lire AssuRANCE Co. (Limitep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reoistaars tn ATTENDANCE On 


EmMerGExcy Aprzat Covst Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No, I, Joros. Swinves Havr 


Monday Feb. 24 Mr Leach Mr Jolly Mr Goldschmidt Mr Synga 
Tuesday ...... 25 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Borrer 
Wednesday ... Borrer Bloxam Farmer Jolly 
Thursday Synge Goldschmidt Church Bloxam 
Friday ......... Farmer Leach Greswell Goldschmidt 


Date. 


Saturday, Mar Church Borrer Leach Farmer 
Mr. Juatice 
Evs. 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Wakrairortor, NeEvILuz. Parkes. 


Monday Feb. 24 Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer Mr Greswell Mr Charch 
Tuesday ...... 25 Jolly Leach Charch Farmer 
Wednesday ... 26 Bynge Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Thursday Farmer Jolly Borrer Leach 
Friday Churco Bloxam Synge Borrer 
Saturday,Mar 1 Goldschmidt Synge Jolly Greswell 


Date. Mr. Justice 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
SUPPLEMENTARY LIST OF APPEALS FROM ALL DIVISIONS. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 

Set down to February 13th, 1913. 

The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 

to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
(General List.) 

Inre J W > Fane, dec Fane v Fane and ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Eve (c av Feb 5) 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905, and In re Application, No. 328,854, by 
R J Lea ld for registration of Trade Mark appl of R J Lea ld 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce (restored c.a.v. Feb 13) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES 
COURTS. 

(General List.) 








1911. 

F. M. Bilton (Spinster) v Geo Stanfield appl of deft from order of M: 
Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1911, and cross-notice by pltff, dated 
Jan 4, 1912 (s o liberty to apply) Nov 10 

1912. 

Attorney-Gen at relation of Albert Davidson and Albert Davidson v 
Sheffield Corpn appl of defts from order of Mr. Justice Eve, dated 
Feb 23, 1912 (s o not before Mar1) April 13 

In re Ann Maria Smith, dec Trevor v Goodhall appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 23, 191 July 10 (s 0 
generally) 

Knight & Kilbourne v Argylis ld appl of pltfise from order of Mr 
Justice Neville, dated July 25, 1912 July 31 

The Attorney-Gen. v Horner appl of defts from order of Mr. Justice 
Warrington, dated July 23, 1912 Aug 2 

The Attorney-Gen. v Horner cross-notice of appl by pltff from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated July 23, 1912 Aug 2 

In re Ind, Coope & Co ld Fisher v The Company Knox v Same 
Arnold vy Same appl of defts Mashiter and Stone from order of 
Mr Justice Parker, dated July 9, 1912 (s o not before Feb 17) 
Aug 20 
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In re Sharp, dec Steward v Steward appl of deft from order of 


Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 14, 1912 Oct 4 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 


Divorce Youngs, W v Youngs, 


AA 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Dec 
1913. 

appl of pltffs from refusal of Mr 


appl of respt from order of Mr 
16, 1912 Dee 20 


West v Storey 

dated July 24, 1912 Nov 14 part heard Blareau & ors v Blareau & anr 

The Mercedes Daimler Motor Co Id v F.I.A.T. Motor Cab Co ld Justice Warrington, dated Dec 20, 1912 part heard (s 0 to Feb 18) 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 12, 1983 | Jan 6 
Nov 18 | In re Marie Douglas, dec Reeder v Curtis Public Trustee v Bullock 

The Marine 'Torch Co v ge Marine Life Protection Assoc appl | appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 11, 
of defts from ordér of Mr Justjce Swinfen Eady, dated Noy 1, 1912 1912 Jan 31 
Nov 19 J & I H Wallis ld v Wallis appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 

Gee and ors v Liddell and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 23, 1913 (produce order) Feb 5 
Warrington, dated Nov 4, 1912 Nov 30 Stamford, Spalding & Boston Banking Co v Keeble appl of deft 

Pugh v The Riley Cycle Co and ors appl of defts from order of Mr from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 23, 1915 Feb 11 
Justice Warrington, dated Nov 28, 1912 Dec 4 In re Badger, dec In re Badger, an infant Badger v Badger appl of 

Le Champion v McLean appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 7, 1912 Feb 11 
Warrington, dated Nov 20, 1912 Dec 6 COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 

Stickney v Keeble appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Dec 2, 1912 Dec 18 

In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and in the 
Matter of the Vic Mills Co id In re Arundel & Co (Manchester 
District Registry) appl of Liquidator from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated Dec 3, 1912 Dec 19 

In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and In the 
Matter of the Law Car & General Inscs Corpn ld appl of the 
Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dee 10, 1912 
Dec 23 

Bowden Wire ld v The Bowden Brake Co ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 23 

In the Matter of the Trade Marks, Nos 257,412 and 260,476 in the 
name of Bowden Wire ld, and In the Matter of the Trade Marks 
Act, 1905 appl of applts from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, 


dated Nov 29,1912 Dec 23 
dec vy Cooking Grange v Martin and 


Grange 


In re Thomas Farrow, 
ors appl of deft Aslin from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Dec 17, 
1912 Dec 24 


Kuchurich appl of deft from order of Mr 


J H Andrew & Co ld v 

Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Dec 20, 1912 Dec 2 

In re en Application by J. H Andrew & Co ld for registration of a 
Trade Mark and In re The Trade Marks Act, 1905 appl of 
Kuchurich from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Dec 20, 
1912 Dee 24 

In re John H. Andrew & Cos Trade Marks and In re The Trade Marks 
Act, 1905 appl of Same from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, 
dated Dec 20, 1912 Dec 24 

George May & Co ld v Whiteman Whiteman v George May & Co ld 
appl of pltfis from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated Dec 17, 1912, 
and cross-notice by respt.,-dated Jan 20, 1913 Dec 30 

In re Finlay, dec Wilson v Finlay appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated Dee 18, 1912 Dec 31 


1913. 
dec and In the Matter of a Partnership Hall 
appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
Jan 1 


In re Thomas Smith, 
and anr v Smith 
dated Dec 19, 1912 (produce order) 

Roberts, Junr v Roberts, Fanny (widow) appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 20, 1913 (produce order) Jan 22 

The Columbus Potato Chip Cutter Co ld v Duke of Norfolk and ors 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 16, 


1913 Jan 27 


In re Drewell, Drewell appl of deft from order of Mr 


dec Storr v 
Jan 31 


dated Nov 19, 1912 


Justice Eve, 
Evan Thomas and anr v Neath Corpn appl of defts from order of 
Mr. Justice Eve, dated July 31, 1912 Jan 31 


In re Lord Northwich, dec Bathurst v Rushout and anr appl of deft 
Bowles from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Jan 27, 1913 Feb 5 
Teofani & Co ld v A Teofani appl of deft in forma pauperis (by 
order) from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 10, 1912 
Feb 5 In re a Trade Mark, No 512,065 and In re The Trade Marks 
Act, 1905 appl of A Teofani in forma pauperis (by order) from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Dec 4, 1912 Feb 5 
Simplex Concrete Piles ld v J & W Stewart appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 5, 1913 (produce order) Feb 7 
Shropshire & Montgomeryshire Light Ry Co v The Cambrian Rys Co 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Jan 24, 


1913 Feb 8 

John Brinsmead & Sons Id v E GS Brinsmead and Waddington & 
Son Id appl of pltffs as against deft E G S Brinsmead from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 30, 1913 (produce order) Feb 12 

1912. 

In the Matter of the Trade Marks Acts, 1905, and In the Matter of 
an Application, No 335,813, by Benz et Cie, &c Trade Mark appl 
of applicants from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 15, 1912 


(restored) May 13 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 


DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 
Day v Day appl of deft, S H Day, from an order of Mr. Justice 
Eve, dated Dec 3, 1912 Dec 13 , 


Nicholson v Freeland and anr appl of deft, Freeland, from order 


FROM THE 

(General List.) 

1912. 

Matter of the Estate of John Munday, dec Poole vy Poole appl 
of pltff from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine 
of Lancaster, dated Nov 11, 1912 Dec 18 
In re William Aspell, dec Nickson v Robinson 
and W T Hague, for next of kin, from order of the Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Nov 19, 1912 Jan 21 
In re Arthur Franklyn, dec Franklyn v Franklyn appl of executor 
from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 
dated Dec 13, 1912 Jan 25 
Thomas Rigby & Sons ld v Lloyd’s Bank ld 
of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine 
Jan 14,1913 Feb 8 


In the 


appl of J W Hague 


appl of pltfis from order 
of Lancaster, dated 


(Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 
Hall v the Lord Mayor, &c of the City of Manchester appl of pltff 
from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lan- 
dated Dec 9, 1912 Dec 17 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final List.) 

Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co v Mayor, &ec of Liverpool appl of 
applts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford & 
Avory a v Jan 16) 


caster, 


(ec 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911. 


appl of Gee from judgt 


McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 3rd parties) 
Middlesex, dated April 6, 


of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, 
1911 June 2 (s 0 generally Nov 8) 
1912. 

Attorney-Gen v Sir Wilfred Peek, Bart & ors (Revenue Side) appl of 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue from judgt of Mr. Justice Hamilton, 
dated Feb 22, 1912 (s 0) March 25 

The Carlisle & Silloth Golf Club v G T Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) appl 
of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated 
Feb 20, 1912 (s 0) March 28 

Gould v Curtis (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of respt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated Feb 23, 1912 (s 0) April 3 

Duke of Beaufort v Commissioners of Inland Revenue appl of respte 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated March 6, 
1912, and croes-notice by appt, dated April 12, 1912 (s o) April 3 

Duke of Beaufort v Commissioners for Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 
appl of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated March 6, 
912 dated April 4, 1912 (6 0) April 13 


2, and cross-notice, 
Gooda & anr v Drake & anr appln of deft W H Drake for judgt or 
duted May 22, 1912, at 


new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
before Mr Justice Bankes and a common jury, Middlesex (s 0) 
2 


&c of the Borough of Colchester v Gepp (King, 3rd party) 


4 
» Mayor, 
without a jury, 


pal of 3rd party from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
Middlesex, dated April 25, 1912 July 15 

Dowding v Morris appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 27, 1912. at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a common jury, Hereford July 15. 

Matt T Shaw & Co ld v Holland & Neal appl of pitffs from judgt of 
Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 10, 1912 
July 20 

The Harrowing Steam Ship Co ld v William Thomas & Sons 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, 
July 19, 1912 July 25 

The Woodfield Steamship Co ld v The Rio de Janeiro Lighterage Co ld 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 
Middlesex, dated July 19, 1912 July 27 

Wilkinson v Partridge appln of pltff from judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt. dated July 18, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Avory and a common jury, Middlesex July 30 
Goodwin v Damper appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
and judgt, dated July 23, 1912, at trial before the Lord 

Justice and a epecial jury, Middlesex Aug 6 


appl 


dated 


verdict 


Chief 


Royal London Mutual Insce Soc v Kingsland appl of deft in person 
from judgt of Mr taarra Darling and a special jury, 
dated July 20, 1912 (s o) 


Middlesex, 
Ang 8 





of Mr Justice Eve, dated Dec 4, 1912 (s o generally) Dec 20 
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Geary v Marston 
verdict and judgt, dated June 13, 1912, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Ang 8 (not before Feb 24) 

Legg v Welsford appl of deit from judgt of Mr Juetice Hamilton 
without a jury, Middles lated July 29, 1912 Aug 8 

Jureidini & anr v the Nat il British & Irish Millers’ Inece Co ld 
appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated July 24, 1912, at trial before Mr Juetice Darling 
jury, Middlesex Aug 9 

Browne v Barber appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Channell, with 
out a jury, Middlesex, dated July 10, 1912 Aug 12 

O Ullstrom & Co v Alfred Lotinga ld appl of dette from judgt of Mi 
Justice Hamilton, thout a jury, Middlesex, dated July 10, 1912 
Aug 13 


Hickman & ors vy ivton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justic 
Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 27.1912 Aug 13 

Heller Hirsch & Co v Groschke appl of deft from judgt of M: 
Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 31, !312 
Aug 14 , 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 
Fowler & ore. respte i llords 
Tindal Atkinson, Eseex Count 
1912 Aug 17 

tobertson v London City 
from judgt of Mr Just 
dated May 22, 1912 Any 21 

Simpson ' deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 

Middleeex, dated July 19, 1912 Sept © 

ippl of pitff from judet of Mr Justice 

12, without a jury, Middlesex 


} 


ind a special 


Bonnett, Applicant (Tenant) 
appl of tenant from judgt of Judge 
Court. Romford, dated July 30, 


& Midland Bank ld 


Phillimore, 


appl of pltff in person 

without a jury, Middlesex, 

Simpeon appl of 
without a jury, 

Simpson v Simpson and aur 
Phillimore, dated Jul 19, 19 
by order) Oct 9 

Moody & Co ld v Catt appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Serutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated June 5, 1912 Sep 3 

Union of London & Smith's Bank v Scharrer appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 16, 
1912 (Oct 4 

Lang v Societe Coloniale Anversois¢ appl of pltff from judgt of 
Justices Channell and iillimore, dated July 24. 1912 Oct 7 

The Consolidated London Properties ld v The Ass« 
of the Metropolitan Borough of St Marylebone 
judgt of the Lord Chief 
dated Oct 15. 1912 Oct 28 

The Edinbur } Explor ition Syndicate Id 
for judgt or new trial 
1912, at ti 
wx Nov 1 

Maskall v Seeley and am ippln of defts fur 
ippl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 25, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 4 

Temple v Donaldson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on ippl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 6, 1912, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 8 

The King v Manchester City Council 
of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Channell and Avory. dated 
Oct 29, 1912 (s o to further order) Nov 10 , 

Johnson, Riddle & Co ld vy Cowen appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Horridge, without a jury, Middlesex. 
Nov 12 

The King v Byles and ors (expte Hollidge) appl of W Hollidge from 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Channell and Avorvy. 
dated Oct 21,1912 Nov 13 , 

Asiatic Petroleum Co Id v Lennard’s Carrving Co ld 
from judgment of Mr Just Brav. Middlesex 
Nov 14 

Bla kford V The Great Western Ry Co appIn of defts for jud rt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 12, 1912. at 
trial before Mr Commissioner English Harrison. KC and a special 
jury, Swansea Novy 18 

Davenport v Faraday appln of deft for judet or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bankes and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 20 

Richard Richard apvl of deft from judet of Mr Justice Bankes. 
without a jury. Middlesex, dated Nov 20. 1912 Nov 22 

Greenlands ld vy Wilmshurst and ors appln of defts. the London Assoc 
for the Protection of Trade and ors. for judet or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 13, 1912, at trial before 
the Lord Chis f Justi ind a special jury, Middlesex Nov 22 

Aston v Kelsey appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bailhache. 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 18, 1912 Nov 23 

Mackintosh and anr v Stiven appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bailhache, without a jurv, Middlesex. dated Nov 8, 1912 Nov 25 
s o not be fore April I 

Higgs Lamplough appln of deft for 
from verdict and judet. dated Nov 15. 1912. at trial before Mr 
Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Martin 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 18. 1912, at trial before Mr. Justice 
Serutton and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 26 

Morison v Kemp appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 16, 1912 Nov 26 


Kregar v Hollins appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 


t advanced 


Pessers, 


sment Committee 
appl of respts from 
e and Justices Channell and Avory, 


Braddon appln of pltffs 
on appl from verdict and judgt. dated Oct 21, 
ul before Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, Middl 


judgt or new trial on 


appl of defts 
dated Nov 1, 1912 


Swan 


dated Oct 19, 1912 | 


appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from | 


appl of W D Batty from judat | 





judgt or new trial on appl | 


appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from | 





verdict and judgt, dated Nov 24, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Avory and a common jury, Middlesex Nev 29 

Nettleingham & Co ld v Powell & Co appl of defts from judgt of My 
Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 20, 1912 
Dec 3 

In re an Arbitration between Stanley Bros ld and The Mayor, & 
of Nuneaton appl of The Nuneaton Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bailhache on a special case, dated Nov 21, 1912 Dec 4 

In re an Arbitration between Williams Bros and Ed T Agius ld a 
of Ed T Agius ld from judgt of Mr Justice Bailhache, dated Noy | 
1912 Dee 5 : 

Sutton, Carden & Co ld v Pullen and anr appln of deft Gardner fo 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 26 
1912, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury 
Middlesex Dee 5 

Bentham v Stothard 
verdict and judyt 
Pickford and a special jury, Newcastle-on Tyne 


ippIn of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 

, dated Nov 6, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 

s] Dec 6 

Nixon v Pearl Life Assce Co ld appl of pitff from judgt of Justices 
Channell and Avory, dated Nov 13, 1912 (security ordered) Dec 9 

London & Manchester Plate Glass Co ld v Heath appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Nov 28, 1912 Dec 9 

Morgan v Ingram, Perkins & Co appln of pitff for judgt or new tria 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nox 22, 1912, at trial befor 
Mr Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 10 

Howard v Howard and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial or 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 2, 1912, at trial before M: 
Justice Rowlatt and a common jury, Lancaster Dee 11 

Metropolitan Water Board v Bunn appl of deft from jiffigt of Justi 
Ridley and Scrutton, dated Nov 26, 1912 De 13 

Fortescue and anr v Grimes appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justi 
Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 14 

Hothersall vy Craven appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! 
from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1912, at trial before Mr Just 
Rowlatt and a common jury, Manchester Dec 16 

Edwards y Moore appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl f: 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 6, 1912, at trial before the Lord C| 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 16 

The King (expte The Metropolitan Borough of Battersea and Freder 
Cathie) v Roberts appl of A C Roberts from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Phillimore and Avory, dated Dec 2, 1912 
Dec 17 

Allen v Messers Id 
verdict and judgt, 
Rowlatt and a common jury, 

Herd v Weardale Steel Coal Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Just 
Pickford, without a jury, Leeds, dated Nov 30, 1912 Dec 18 

Banque Automobile of Paris v Sharp appl of deft from judgt of M: 
Justice Coleridge, without a jury, dated Dec 13, 1912 Dec 19 

The Metropolitan Water Board v Johnson & Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Justices Channell and Avory, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dee 21 

Algemeene Maatschappij voor Nederlandsch Indische Cultuurzaken \ 
Jaay appln of deft Heilgers, for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 21 

The Marquess of Anglesey and The Commrs of Inland Revenue app! 
of respts from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge (Revenue Side), dated 
Dec 6, 1912 Dec 21 

The Egyptian Hotels Id vy James Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) appl 
of applant from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge (Revenue Side), dated 
Dee 2, 1912 Dec 23 

Ward and ors v Hill appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! 
from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 18, 1912, at trial before Mr Just 
Rowlatt and a common jury. Middlesex Dec 24 

Charles Wimble, Sons & Co v J Rosenberg & Sons 
judgt of Mr Justice Bailhache, without a jury, Middlesex, 
Dee 10, 1912 Dec 24 

Attorney Gen v The Mayor, &e, of the City of London and ors (Revenue 
Side) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated 
Dec 6, 1912 Dee 31 

The Lofthouse Colliery ld v Henry Ogden 
of Mr Justice Bailhache, without a jury, Middlesex, 
1912 Dee 31 


appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
dated Dec 12, 1912, at trial before Mr Just 


Middlesex Dec 17 


appl of defts from 
dat d 


appl of pltff from judxt 
dated Dec 20 


1913. 

Charles Cowan v Davey and ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Pickford, without a jury, Leeds, dated Dec 5, 1912 Jan 1 
The King, on the prosecution of Neville and anr v The Monmouthshiré 
Compensation Authority appl of prosecutors from judgt of Justices 

Ridley, Coleridge and Bankes, dated Dec 19, 1912 Jan 2 
The King, on the prosecution of Stothert and anr v The Same appl of 
prosecutors from judgt of same Court, dated Dec. 19, 1912 Jan 2 


The King, on the prosecution of William Arlidge v Local Government 


Board appl of prosecutor from judgt of Justices Ridley, Coleridge 
and Bankes, dated Dec 18, 1912 Jan 3 

Charles Urban and anr v The Commrs of Inland Revenue (Revenu 
Side) appl of applt from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated 
Dec 11, 1912 Jan 6 

Attorney-Gen (Informant) v Milne, Constance Alice Maud (widow) 
(Revenue Side) appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Horridg: 
dated Dec 11, 1912 Jan 7 
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J J Reith, Surveyor of Taxes (applt) v The Governing Body of West- 
minster School (Revenue Side) appl of applt from judgt of Mr 
Justice Horridge, dated Dec 4, 1912 Jan 7 

Hollis v Barrasford & Curd appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
app! from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 18, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Avory and a common jury, Lewes Jan 9 

Dando v Deeley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 14, 1912 Jan 10 

Blyth Shipbuilding & Dry Docks Co ld v Adams and anr appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middiesex, dated 
Jan 10 

Blair v Schmitz appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated 
Dec 14, 1912 Jan 11 

Robinson’ v Attwood appl of deft from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Scrutton, dated Nov 23, 1912 Jan 18 

Holland & Hannen & Cubitts Id v Decies appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bailhache, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 6, 1912 
Jan 20 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v The Marquis of Anglesey (Revenue 
Side) appl of petnr from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated Jan 15, 
1913 Jan 20 

Blinko v Layton appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 17, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bucknill and a common jury, Middlesex Jan 21 

R J Lumsden v Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) appl 
of applicant from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated Jan 13, 1913 
Jan 24 

Baker Street Motor Car Bazaar ld v Marshall appln of pltffs for judgt 
or new trial on appin from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1912, at 
trial before Mr Justice Avory and a common jury, Middlesex Jan 24 | 

Mehta v Sutton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without 
a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 11, 1913 Jan 24 | 

Hague Bros v H Briggs & Son Id appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 20, yy at trial before | 
Mr “Seatice Pickford and a special jury, Lewes Jan 27 

W Newbold & Co Id v Scriven & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
— Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 14, 1913 
an 

Vacuum Oil Co ld v Ellis (Howard, Garnishee—Ellison, clmt) Appl of 
pltffis from judgt of Justices Ridley and Lush, dated Jan 14, 1913 | 
Jan 29 

Bradford & Sons ld v Bown appln of pltfis for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 14, 1913, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bray and a common jury, Dorset Jan 29 

Monckton v Pathe Freres Pathephone Id appl of pltff from judgt of | 
Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 19, 1912 
Feb 1 : 

Bolam (applt) v Allgood (respt) appl of respt from judgt of Justices 
Ridley and Lush (Divisional Court), dated Jan 18, 1913 Feb 1 

Norman v Quilter appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 24, 1913, at trial before Mr Justice | 
Channell and a special jury, Berks Feb 1 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v The Earl of Fitzwilliam (Revenue 
Side) appl of respt from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated Dec 19, 
1912 Feb 3 

The National Telephone Co ld v His Majesty’s Postmaster-General 
(Railway & Canal Commission) appl of His Majesty’s Postmaster- 
General from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrence, The Hon A Gathorne 
Hardy and Sir James Woodhouse, dated Jan 31, 1913 Feb 3 

Hiam v Cambrian Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrence, without a jury, Merioneth, dated Jan 17, 1913 Feb3 

Crosby and anr v The London General Omnibus Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 22, 1913, 
at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex | 
Feb 4 

Arlidge v Baker Street Motor Car Bazaar ld appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bankes, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 22, 1912 
Feb 5 

Rigley v Lain appl of pltff from judgt of Judge Taylor, Court of | 
Passage, Liverpool, dated Jan 11, 1913 Feb 5 

Juler v The Tunbridge Wells Gas Co appl of defts from judgt of Jus: | 
tices Ridley and Lush (Divisional Court), dated Jan 22,1913 Feb 6 





for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 24 
1913, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrence and a special jury, Car- 
narvon Feb 7 

Monti v Bloch & Klein appln of defts for judgment or new trial on | 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 31, 1913, at trial before Mr | 
Justice Scrutton and a special jury, City of London Feb 10 

Dominy v Beaumont appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from | 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 31. 1913, at trial before Mr Justice 
Rowlatt and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 10 

Upjohn v Willesden Urban District Council appl of applicant from 
judgt of Justices Ridley and Lush, dated Jan 28, 1913 Feb 10 

Richards v Wrexham & Acton Collieries appl of defts from judgt of | 
Justices Ridley and Lush, dated Jan 31, 1913 Feb 11 

Davies v Same appl of yg from judgt of Justices Ridley and Lush, 
dated Jan 31, 1913 Feb 1 

Bessant & Son v Chatham Sates Id apple of pltffs for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 31, 1913, at trial 
before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 11 

Jones v Keegan appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 























verdict and judgt, dated Jan 28, 1913, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrence and a special jury, Anglesey Feb 12 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v James Joicey (Revenue Side) appl 
of petitioner from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge, dated Jan 15, 1913 
Feb 13 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
. Judgment Reserved 
(Final List.) 

Olympic—1911—Folio 382 The Commissioners for executing the Office 
of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom v The Owners of the 
Steamship Olympic (damage) appl of defts from judgt of The Presi- 
dent (c a v Feb 13) 

The Hawke—1911—Folio 400 The Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld, 
Owners of Steamship Olympic v Commander William F Blunt of H M 
Cruiser Hawke (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of The President 
(c a v Feb 13) 

Without Nautical Assessors. 

The Olympic—1911—Folio 555 T D Fraser & Weller v The Oceanic 
Steam Navigation Co, owners of ss Olympic, laying in the Southamp- 
ton Docks (crew’s wages) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bargrave Deane (c a v Nov 28) 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1912. 

| The Charito—1912—Folio 51 The Owners of the Steunship Charito v 
the Cardiff Ry Co (damage) appl of the defts from judgt of the 
Bresident, dated Nov 19, 1912 Dec 5 


1913. 

The Cambric-—1912—Folio 358 The East Asiatic Co ld, the Owners cf 
the Steamship Arabian v W H Cockerline & Co, Owners of Steam- 
ship or Veesel Cambric (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 4, 1912 Feb 1 

Without Nautical Assessors. 

The Cairnbahn—1912—Folios 11 and 218 (consolidated) Tle Owners 
of Hopper Barges, Nos 2 and 5 v the Owners of Steainship Cairnbahn 
& Owners of Nunthorpe (damage) appl of defts, ‘iwners of Tug 
Nunthorpe, from order of the President, dated Nov 7, 1912 Feb 6 

| The Owners of Steamship Cairnbahn v the Owners of Steam Tug Nun- 
thorpe (damage) appl of defts from order of the President, datel 


Nov 7, 1912 Feb 6 
(Interlocutory List.) 


The Okehampton—1912—Folio 98 Robert MacAndrew & Co v the 
Owners of the Steamehip Okehampton (damage) appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Jan 27,1913 Feb 4 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1911 


Clark v Forster Same v Same Forster v Aldridge In re H Forster 
(expte J Jackson Clark, in Bankruptcy) appl of Applicant H W 
Clarkson, from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Feb 20, 1911, part 
heard Feb 25 (so till after action before Parker, J) 

1912 

The King v Justices of the County of London & ore (expte Stanley) 
avpl of H M Stanlev from order of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Pickford and Avory, “dated May 16, 1912 May 31 (s o 
generally) 


|The King v Justices of the County of London & ors (expte the 


London County Council) appl of defts from order of the Lord 

Chief Justice and Justices Pickford and Avory, dated May 16, 1912 

(s o generally) Mav 31 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set ‘down to February 13th, 1913. 
with the exception of cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 
1896 and 1906. 

HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 

HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 


Roberts and ors v London & North Western Ry Co appln of oe | SupPLEMENTARY List or CHANCERY Causes FoR TRIAL OR HEARING. 


Set down to February 13th, 1913. 
Before Mr, Justice Joyce. In re Rainsford’s Trusts Rains- 
Retained Cause for Trial (with ford v Rainsford motn for judgt 


Witnesses). pt hd (s 0) 
In re Stapley Stapley v Stapley In re H Hawkins, dec Gibb v 
act and counter-claim pt hd Hawkins adjd sumns (s 0) 


Weiss v Mayor, etc,, of Birming 
Further Considerations. ham procedure sumns (sg oO 

In re Blackmore’s Settlement generally) 
Follett-Croom v Candy fur con In re Collier, dec Collier v Ten- 

Heslop v Davy fur con nant adjd sumns (restored) 

In re W D Badger, dec Badger v 

‘auses for Trial without Witnesses Badger adjd sumns (gs 0 gene 
and Adjourned Summonses, rally) 

In re J G Goddard, dec Goddard | In re C A Pascal, dec Pascal v 
v Goddard adjd sumns_ (s 0) Pascal trial of issue 

In re Sir R W H Palmer’s Estate In re H T Griffiths, dec Griffiths 
Palmer v Fenwick adjd sumns v Griffiths adjd sumns (s o 
pt hd (s 0) generally) 
















































































> F a 2 ty 


310 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Feb. 22, 1913. 








toyal 


adjd 


In re Arthur Cust, dec 
Exchange Assce v Cust 
sumns 

Ia re Joslin v 
adjd sumns (restored) 

Raphael Tuck & Sons ld v Marcuse 
motn for judgt 

In re Wightman 
adjd sumns 

In re J Goodman 
Goodman adjd sumns 

In re HG White White v tiotmld 
adjd sumns 

In re Bennett 
teridge adjd 

In re Same Same v 
sumns 

In re 
sumns 

In re 
adjd sumns 

In re an Arbitration between the 
Merthyt Tydfil Borough Council 
and the Rector of Merthyr Tyd 
fil and ors special case 

In re Page, Pratchett v 
Sharp, adjd sumns 

In re Lineham v 
Cresswell adjd sumns 

In re W A Sewell, dec 
Baxter adjd sumns 

In re ( TL Gidley, dec 
Bathurst adid sumns 

In re John Whiting Ormond v 
de Lannav adid sumns 

In re Mitchell's Estate 
v Mitchell adjd sumns 

In re F T Cooke, dec ( 
Cor ke adjd eumns 

Ir re Hancock, de« 
Cassar adjd sumns 

In re Kortright, dec 
the London Hlospit al 
sumns 

In re W Sutton 
Stidolph v Watson 

In re Julia Girardet, dec 
v Kerker adjd sumng 

Abbott v Hanson adid svmns 

In re Openshaw Geldard vy 
nell adjd sumns 

In re A B Wootton, de 
v Hullard = adjd 
generally) 

In re St Anne's Well 
The Company v 
sumns 

In re Pridham 
adjd sumns 

In re E F 
Wilde v 

In re Hay 
ya th 


Coombs Coombs 


Law v Batey 


CGioodman Vv 


Weatherill v 


sumns 


Same Same y 


Law (Crosse 


dec 
Cresswell dec 
Sewell v 


Gidley v 


Spofforth 
‘ooke v 
Thomas v 


Storrs v 


adjd 
Watson, 


Cordon 


Pu 


sumns (s 0 


Brewery Id 
adjd 


Snow 


May v Martin 


trewster Fuller, dec 

Fuller adjd sumns 

rth Wickham v Hay 
adjd sumns 
MeCartney 

ill adjd sumns 

In re Schwann Schwann v Stahl 

adjd sumns 

dec Lucas v 


Latham Vv 


mann 
In re Cra 
Jacobs adjd sumns 
In re James Bunn, 
Mee adjd sumns 
In re F H Taylor, dee 
v Taylor adjd sumns 
In re G Sachs, de« Hess v 
adjd sumns 
In re J Dowling. dec 
v Fenwick adjd sumns 
In re M Cogan, dec Fooks v 
Cogan adjd sumns 
Durham College and 
spark Coal & Coke 
sumns 
In re E 
Buckle 


sweller, 


de« Bunn v 


Houston 


Sachs 


Bea 


anr v 
Co 
Gardner, dec Moore V 

adjd sumns 


Before Mr. Justice SwiInrEn 
EFapy 
Further Considerations. 
‘In re East Sussex Gas Light, Coke 
& Water Co Perkins v The 
Company fur con 


Whitfield v Cuerton fur con 


dec | 


adjd sumns | 


| In re 


Wootton | 


| In re Keep 


| In re Mary Wilson, dec 
Dowling | 
| In re Emma Wilson, dec 


In re A J Dashwood, dec Dash- 
wood v Dashwood fur con and 
adjd sumns 

Lawrence v Jee fur con 

In re Parson’s Settlement 
ham v Parsons fur con 

In re Thurman, dec Thurman v 
Thurman fur con and adjd 
sumns 

In re Consuelo Dowager Duchess 
of Manchester Viscount Dun 
cannon v Duke of Manchester 
fur con 


Gra 


Causes for Trial without 
Witnesses and Adjourned 
Summonses. 

tose v Sicilian Ry Co Id 
sumns (s 0 generally) 

In re Daniell’s Settlement Trusts 
Snow v Daniell adjd sumns 
pt hd (s o until Easter) 

In re Rippon, dec Rippon v 
Murray 
(s o Easter) 

In re Simcoe, dec Vowler-Sim 
coe v Vowler adjd sumns 

In re J M Bell’s Estate Husey v 
Bell adjd sumns 7 

In re Homberger Oberlander v 
Hemberger adjd sumns 

In re Warmington, dec 
v Warmington adjd sumns 

In re Andrew Ross, dec 
Trustee v Ross adid sumns 

In re Bushell & Co Id and In re 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908 adid sumns 

In re Revel 
John Knight 
adid sumns In re Revel 
v Kevmer petition 

In re Elizabeth Newton, dec In 
re Robert Newton. dec Web 
ster v Marshall adjd sumns 

In re Shannaw, Hawkes v 
Finch-Bare adjd sumns 

In re Elliott, dee de Mouilpied 
v Radley adjd sumns 

Gardener Summers v Gar 
dener adjd sumns 

In re Woodward’s Estate 
way v Kidd adid sumns 

Watson v_ Perseverance 
Assce Corpn Id and ors 
sumns 


adjd 


Douglas 


Revel v_ Revel 


Revel 


dec 


Ken 


Homes 
adjd 

Owen v Hicks adjd 
sumns 

In re W © Rayer, dec 
Rayer adjd sumns 

In re Raymond Murray, dec 
Levene v Lotinga adjd sumns 

In re Viscount Mountgarret, dex 
Ingilby v Talbot adjd sumns 

In re M Wright, dee Blackburn 
v Firth adjd sumns 

In re Spencer, dec Wigram v 
Spencer adjd sumns 

In re Welstead’s Settled Estates 

In re Settled Land Acts adjd 
sumns 

In re James Winter, dec Sadler 
v Warman adjd sumns (re 
stored) 


Rayer v 


v Wilson adid sumns 


v Wilson adjd sumns 


| Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
adjd 


Retained Matters. 
Motions. 


| The Trustees of the Aire & Calder | 


Fortune | 


Fortune | 


| 


adjd sumns (restored) | 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Public | 


The Trustee, &e of | 


Navigation for and on behalf of 
the Undertakers of the Aire & 


Calder Navigation v The Hull 


& Barnsley and Great Central 


tvs Joint Committee 

In re F H Lamb, dec In re 
Lamb's Settlement Trusts 
Lamb v Lamb 

In re Lamb’s Settlement Truste 
Lamb v Lamb 


| 
| 


The 


D Napier & Sons ld v S F Edge 
Id adjd sumns 

Same v Same adjd sumns 
stay proceedings) 80 


(to 


Adjourned Summonses, &c. 


Bowden v Warwick to consider | 


Master’s report 
Same v Same adjd appln 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Lamb v Lamb act pt hd 

Maddock v Pugh and anr act 
generally) 

In re N Nicholls, dec 
Sest act (s o generally) 
Mendelssohn vy Traies & Son 
(s o pending settlement) 
In re M S Cooper, dec Ree der v 
Curtis and ors act 

further order) 


(so 


| 
} 


Nicholls v | 


The Longfield Parish Council y 
Robson act 

Whittingback v Ross act 

Leibbrand v_ Bean's’ Bunsen 
Smokeless Furnace Co ld and 
ors act against deft W F Hal- 
stead 


| Hennessey and anr v Lloyd’s Bank 


and ors act 

Kingsway Press ld v St Ivel ld 
act 

Watkins v Cook act 

Pears v H T Peareth and G P 
Hinds act 


Pears v A R'T Peareth act 


| In re The Trusts of an Indenture, 


act | 


(s o until | 


In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s Patent, 


No. 6,629, of 1903 petn for 
revocation (s o for amendment 
of specific ation) 
Mills v Grundherr act (s o 
liberty to apply to restore) 
Brown v Brown act 


| In re 


Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v | 


John Marston ld _ act 
before trial of another action by 
same pltff) 
Jarnes Vv 
counter-claim 
curity) 


act and 
for se- 


Goldfinch 
(stayed 


Neame v The Siberian Syndicate | 


(s o Easter) 
Rudge-Whitworth ld 


{s 0 


Id act 
Napier v 
counter-claim pt hd 

liberty to apply to restore) 
Dysart and anr 
Co act 
Naunton and 
act (s 0) 
Molesworth v Everett 
before Mar 3) 
How v Freestone act 
Long and ors v Gray and anr_ act 
Ward v Benson act and counter- 
claim 
In re the Patents, Designs & Trade 
Marks Act, 1907 and 
Letters Patent 
Richard Franklin 
before Feb 25) 
Rushton v Higgins 
Easter) 


Whitehouse 


ors 


act 


ptn 


act (s 0 


Davies v The Corpn of the City of 


London, act 

Williams v Williams act and 
counter-claim (s o generally) 

Goodhind y Bexon 
until further order) 

Mansell v The Tirdonkin 
lieries Id act (not 
March 3) 

British 
Campbell 

In re Aspinall, 
Aspinall act 

In the Matters of Letters Patent 
granted to Valdemar Poulsen, 
No 8,961 or 1899, and In the 
Matter of the Patents & Designs 
Act, 1907 petn (not before 
March 1) 

In the Matter of Letters Patent, 
No 26,671 of 1906, granted to 
George Albert Smith, and In 
the Matter of the Patents & 
Designs Act, 1907 petn (s o 
Easter) 

Buffalo Jones African Co v The 
Warwick Trading Co ld act 
(fixed for March 5) 

Slocock v Vickers act 

Beirnstein v Lowe & Martin act 

Bygrave v Crick and ors act, 
counter-claim and motn for judgt 

W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdinando 
Geo S Ferdinando v W A San- 
ders acts and counter-claims 
(consolidated) 


before 


Seagumite Co Id v 
act 


dee Roper v 


(not | 


In re the | 
granted to | 
(not | 


act (s Oo} 


Col. | 
| In re J T Gray, dec 


(es o not | 


| Tootell v 


| Leigh v 
In re E 


Hammerton & | 





dated April 18, 1839 Lord 
Churchill and ors v_ Bulkeley 
and ors act 
Verdon v Bell 
claim 
Greenwood v Osborne 
Eckstein v Eckstein 


act and counter 


act 
act 


| Marsingberd v Vaughan-Williams 


and ors act 

John Rocliffe Lee, dec 
Nicholls v Lee act and coun- 
ter-claim 

Gerhold vy Radual and anr 

Elias v Gregory act 

National 

Insce Co ld act 


act 


Commercial 


| Bennett v Wells act 
| In re H J Young, dec 


Young v 
Young adjd sumns (with wit- 
nesses) 
Allan act and counter 
claim 

E L §S Benzon’s Trusts 

Bower and ors v Sturt and ors 
act 

In re Brock, dec Brock v 
verbs and anr_ act 
Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 

Causes for Trial, with Witnesses. 

Oram v Warwickshire Miners’ 
Assoc act (s o generally) 

In re Letters Patent granted to 
Charles Y Knight. No 12,355 of 
1908 and In re The Patents & 
Designs Act, 1907 petn (not 
before March 17) 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracite 
Collieries ld act and counter- 
claim (not before March 1) 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries ld v 
Morse act (not before March 1) 

In re Jane Robson, dec James v 
Eaton act (s 0) 

Linotype & Machinery ld v The 
Miehle Printing Press and 
Manufacturing Co act 

Badger v 
Gray act (not before Feb 22) 

Joseph Crosfield & Sons Id v 
Techno-Chemical Laboratories 
Id act 

Lewis v Meredith act 

Clook v Gorbutt act 

Llandudno Automobile Touring 
Co ld v Llandudno Coaching & 
Carriage Co act 

Upperton v Dennis act and coun- 
ter-claim 

Burrage v Mander act (not before 
Feb 20) 

Shrager v Rubberamalga Id _ act 

Ewart v Ewart act (not before 
March 2) 

Charles Lett & Co v 
Collins Sons & Co 
before Feb 22) 

Read v Petersen act 

Starck v Blatch act 
Feb 20) 

Davis v Teetgen act 
Feb 24) 

Craven v Andrews act 

Miller v Reeve act (not before 
March 10) 

Dickens v Bishonden act 


Pro- 


Williams 
act (not 


(not before 


(not before 





Ea 
Shea 
cla 
Boot 
Roar 
In re 
Vv! 
Char 
cal 
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Gordon v Wells act (s o Easter) 

Death v Cracknell act 

Hope v Osborne act 

Bowden Brake Co ld v Bowden 
Wire Cold act 

In re Swettenham, dec Swetten- 
ham v Swettenham act (s o 
Easter) 

Shead v Shead act and counter- 
claim (not before April 17 ) 

Boothroyd v Rossiter act 

Roan v Roan act (s o Easter) 

In re W G Probyn, dec Probyn 
v Drayton act (s o Easter) 

Champness v The Aldwych Syndi- 
cate ld act (not before Feb 24) 

Bowden Wire ]d v Bowden Brake 
Co ld act 

Starbuck v Starbuck act 

In re Geo Dudden, dec Shou- 
bridge v Barsdell act and 
counter-claim 

British Vacuum Cleaner Co ld v 
James Robertshaw & Sons ld 
act 





Before Mr. Justice PARKER. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

John Aird & Co v Tanjong Pagar 
Dock Board (c a v on Law, Dec 
20) 

Columbia Government v Colum- 
bian Emerald Co ld act (s 0) 

In re William Roberts, dec Bag- 
ley v Burton and ors act and 
adjd sumns (s o Trinity Sit- 
tings) 

Pengelly Manuell v Higgins 
(not before March 4) 

Eastwood v Ashton act 


act 


Further Consideration, 
In re Harrill, dec Lang v Rogers 
fur con 


Petition. 
Hampton v Holman 


Causes for Trial without Wit- 

nesses and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re L T Pearce, dec Alliance 
Assurance Co Id v_ Francis 
adjd sumns pt hd (s o 
generally) 

In re P Collings, a Solr, and In 
re Taxation of Costs adjd 
sumns (s 0) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
adjud sumns (s 0) 

In re Letters Patent, No 18,898 of 
1904 and In re Patents & De- 
sign Act, 1907 motion amend- 
ment of specification (s o leave 
to amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec. 
Vevers v Holman adjd sumns 
(s o liberty to amend) 

In re Woollett, dec Bate v 
Woollett (claim with witnesses) 
(s o until further order) 

In re Henry Smith, dec Tingle v 
Smith adjd sumns (so 
generally) 


In re Isaac Robinson Robinson v 


Robinson adjd sumns (s o 
generally) 

In re Alfred Marson, dec The 
Public Trustee v Barker adjd 


sumns 

In re T S Field, dec 
Field adjd sumns 

In re Cecile James, dec James v 
James and ors. adjd sumns 

In re Samuel James Long, dec 
Peake v Horne and ors adjd 


Harrison v 


sumps 
In re John Harvey, dec Harvey 


v Dunston adjd sumns pt hd 

In re Isabella Seymour, dec 
Leighton v Seymour adjd 
sumns 








In re Fryer Richardson, dec 
O’Connor v Richardson adjd 
sumns (s 0 liberty to apply to 
restore) 

In re W. Holt, dec Holt v Holt 
adjd sumns 

In re Jane J Hodgkinson, dec 
Public Trustee v Hodgkinson 
adjd sumns 

In re an Application, Trade Mark 
No. 344,334, by Messrs Colgate, 
New York, and in the Matter of 
the Trade Mark Act, 1905 motn 
(s o not before Feb 21) 

In re R J Adams, dec Public 
Trustee v Lopdell adjd sumns 

In re Bowen, dec Heald v Dick- 
inson adjd sumns (s 0 Feb 24) 

In re Currie, dec Currie v Keates 
adjd sumns 

In re John Moore, dec Public 
Trustee v Smith adjd sumns 

In re the Estate of Philip Heslop, 
dec Priestman v Heslop adjd 
sumns 

In re Cheesman, dec The Public 
Trustee v Cheesman and anr 
adjd sumns 

In re Ind, Coope & Cold Fisher 
v The Company Knox v Same 
Arnold v Same adjd sumns 

Parr’s Bank ld v Thomas adjd 
sumns 

In re Conway dec Wordsworth v 
Conway adjd sumns 

In re S A Croxall dec Whitehead 
v Jerwood adjd sumns 

In re the Estate of George Hearn, 
dec In re George Hearn, dec 
In re Conveyancing Act, 1881 


de Bertodano v Hearn adjd 
sumns 
in re Du Cane’s Stttlement Du 


Cane v Du Cane adjd sumns 
In re Clifton-Hastings-Campbell 
Settlement Campbell v Camp- 
bell adjd sumngs 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Matters. 
Petitions. 
In re Farrow Grange v Cocking 
(s o generally) 
In re Sadler Sadler v 
(s o generally) 


Rickards 


Adjourned Summonses 

In re Hyde Tempest v Tritton 
adjd sumns (s o generally) 

In re W. Gillett, dec Parker v 
Woolley adjd sumns (s 0 
until Feb, 28) 

In re W J Harris, dec Harris v 
Harris adjd sumns (s o until 
Feb. 21) 

In re Edward Pink, dec Pink v 
Pink adjd sumns (restored) 

In re J M Marsden, dec Marsden 
v Marsden adjd sumng (re- 
stored) 


Further Consideration. 
In re A B Salmen, dec Salmen v 
Bernstein fur con 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Jackson v Cording act (s o gene- 
rally) 

In re Fellows, 
Corker act 
30) 

Townsend’ v_ Russell 
before March 3) 

In re Burton, dec Burton v Bur- 
ton act pt hd (s o until 
liberty to restore) 

Gribble v Keeble act (not before 
Easter) 

In ré Parker Gittings v Parker 


dec D’Arcy v 
(not before April 


act (not 


act 
In re Wilkinson’s Settlement Kay 
v Kay act (not before Easter) 


Grierson v National Provincial 
Bank of England act (not 
before Feb, 22) 

Central Sumatra Rubber Estates 
ld v Central Industrial Trust ld 
act and counter-claim 

Corbould v McIsaac act 

John Vipond & Co ld v The 
Blaenavon Co ld act and coun- 
ter-claim (to be heard by 
Joyce, J) 


Phillimore v Watford U DC act 


Elven v Lawson act (s 0) 
Gas Economising and Improved 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard 


Lamp Patents Co act 
before April 30) 

James v Owen act 

Lichtwitz v Pike act and counter- 
claim 


(s o not 


Bowden Wire ld v the Bowden 
Brake Co act 

Jones v White act 

Crawford v White City Rink 


(Neweastle-upon-Tyne) Id act 
and counter-claim 

Same v Shields act 

The Printing Machinery Co ld v 
Beeton act 

Edge v Vinet Rim Syndicate Id 
act 


Lowther v Michaelson act (not 
before Easter) 
Coop v Walter Judd ld act 


Bown v Stickland act and coun 
ter-claim 
Burrage v Ward 
Feb 20) 
Manchester Electric Theatres 1d 
v Development Control Id- act 
and counter-claim (not before 
March 1) 
Liddle vy Dawson 


act (not before 


act 


| 
| 


Rogers v Hulbert, Crowe & Hul- 
bert act without pleadings 
Dolok Rubber Estate v Schouten 
act 

Salisbury-Jones v Mostyn act (so 
generally) 

Davis v Marrable act 

Hunloke v Spooner act 

Harling v Jones act 

Tribe v Robjent act 

In re The Companies Consolida- 
tion Act, 1908 and In re Eclipse 
Assurance Corpn and In re 8 F 
Elkington’s application motion 

Aisenstein v Maikop Apsheron 
Oil Co act stayed for security 
(Jan 24) 

Pictor v Ingle act 

Hacker v Gilson act 

Taylor v Oil & Ozokerite Co 
(not before March 5) 

In re Walter Coleman, dec Cole- 
man v Coleman act 

In re Sharman’s Settlement Bul 
loch v Kerr act 

Neal v Gilbert act and counter 
claim 

Hope Bros ld v Cowan act 

Ashton v Mitchell act 

Elliott & Co (Edinburgh) Id v 
Grant act and counter-claim 

Mansell v de Guerin act 

Atkinson v Horsell act 

In re W Bishton, dec 
Bishton act 

Chandler v Torkington act 

Miller, V v Brown act without 
pleadings (fixed for Feb 17) 

Hopcraft v Hopcraft & Norris ld 
act and counter-claim 


act 


Hill v 


In re A W Ireland, dec Wood v 
Loynes act 
Miller, R v Brown act without 


pleadings (fixed for Feb 17) 








to be heard Feb 25. 
Purley, solor for the petnr. 


directed to be heard on Feb 25. 
petors. 
in the afternoon of Feb 24. 





Winding-up Notices. 


London’ Gazette,—F RIDAY, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep rw Cmanorey. 

ALPHA EXTINGUISHER, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION )— Creditors are required, on 
or b+fore Mar *1, to send in their names and ad: esses, ani particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Brawn, 8, St. Mary's st, Ross, liquidator. 

ANGLO-RUSSIAN GAZETTE (1911) Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 6, directed 

Fielder & Co, 1, Raymond b dgs, Gray's inn, agents for P. Holt, 

Notice of appearing must reach the above named not 
later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 24. 

CROYDON AND COUNTY NEWSPAPERS, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented Feb 11, 

Hartton & Bennett, 4, Bishopsgate, slors for the 

Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock 


MORTON GAS SYNDICATF, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 10, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
H. Smith, Fenwick Chmbrs, Fenwick st, Live: pool, liquidator. 

NEW BROMPTON (KENT) PusLic HALL Co. LTD. J 
Mar 24, t» sevd in their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Th mas Masters, 100, High st, Gillingham, Kent, liquidator. 

NORTH ATLANTIC “TEAMSHIP Co, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Ap'il 11, 
to send their names and address: s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Jefferson Hogan Room 108, Produce Exchange Building, New York, U.8.A., liquidator 

R. FREEMAN & SONS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 8, to send their 
names and addresses, an‘ the particulars « f their debts or claime, to, Mr. A:chibald 
Galland Mellors, 1, King John’s chmbrs, Bridiesmith Gate, Nottingham, liquidator. 

RABOK (ENGLAND) MANUFACT! RING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 
31, to send tteir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to Edward Barber Wortley, Alliance chmbrs, George st, liquidator, 

wondon Gazette—TUESDAY, Feb. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


BURGESS BRITANNIC UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mar 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Reginald William Judge Burgess, 59-60, Gracechurch st, liquidator. 

HAMMOND & CHAMPNESS, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are requested to send in 
particulars on or before Mar 1',to Henry J #urgess, 14, St Mary Axe, liquidator. 

KELVIN, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 15, directed to be heard Mar 4. 
Syrett & Sons, 45, Finsbury pymt, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than six o’ lock in the afternoon of Mar 3. 


Creditors are required, on or before 


| Motor OWNERS’ PETROL CoMBINE, L?D.—Creditors of the private company are required 


on or before Mar 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
delts or claims, to John Craven Smith, 170, Piccadilly, liquidator. 
ROYAL INTERNATIONAL HORTICULTURAL } XHIBITION, 1912.—Creditors are required, on 


or before Marl0, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to George J. Ingram, 92, Victoria st, Westminster, liquidator. 
SUSSEX PORTLAND CEMENT Co, [1TD.—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 7, to 


serd their names and addresses, and the part 


iculars of their debts or claims, to 


A. Hugh Double, 31, Fairlop jrd, Leytonstone, Eggar & Co, Brighton, solors to the 


liquidator, ° 
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Resolutions tor Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FribaY, Feb. 14. 


AMMAN VALLEY COLLIERIES, LTD. 

A. E. T. HASSALL, Lr». 

HENRY 8. HAY & SON, LTD 

LONDOS SACK ND Basket Co, LTD 
REFRACTORY ORE EXTRACTION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
NEW GOLDFIELDS OF BRITISH COLUMBIA, LTD. 
PARSONS "ROTHERS, LTv 

AFRICAN AND COLONIAL Co, LTD. 

BHALDERS AND Davis, LTD 

ANGLO-GERMAN 8. NDICATE, LTD. 

ALPHA EXTINGUISHER, LTD. 

BARRON, JOHNSON & Co, LTD. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY Feb 18. 


SHEPLEY MILLS LINOLEUM Co, LTD. 

CASTLE Drvue + 0, Ltp, 

KINGSLOWN TRAINING FARM, LTD 

DOMINICA STARCH FacToRyY, LTD 
CRAWLEY, CORDEAUX & Co, LTp 

AMO (NIGERIA) VIN MINES, LTD 

SOUTH AFRICAN FINANCE CORPORATION, LTD, 
HALL, LEYMAN & Co, LTp 

CORNHILL STEAMSHIP Co, LTD, 

PHOENIX BUILDERS SUprLy, LTD 

LOMAH (RHODESIA) EXPLORATION Co, LTD. 
KENTUCKY O7L SYNDICATE, LTD 

WHITTLE, BRINDLE & Co, LTD. 

CRITERION ELECTRIC THEATRE, GOSPORT, LTD. 
H. N. BrRocK & Co, Ltp 

MoTOR OWNERS’ PETROL ComBtne, LTD. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sale, 


March 11.—Messrs. Roogas, Caarmay, & Taomas, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 

Ground Rents, Leasehold Residence, &c, (see advertisemeat, back page, this week). 
Result of Sale. 
Reversions, &c, 

Mesars. H. BE. Foerer & Crawriztp heli their usnal Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, whea the 
following Lots were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To une-half of £11,449 Sold £3,670 
To One-third of £6,355 8 ee ee se ee ee £1,360 
To £2,876 17s. 6d... oe oo ee ee ee es ee £1,000 
REVERSION to whole of Trust Fund .. - ee - oe £515 
FULLY PAID-UP CERTIFICATE for £303 16s. 8d. ee ee £100 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
|Last Day or Cram, 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 14. 


ALLFREY, IRVING STENING, Sidcup, Kent Mari5 Buwman & Hayward, Arundel st 

ARMSTRO»G, AGNES, Prestatyn, Flint Maril5 Watsun & Atkinson, Liverpooi 

AWMACK. ANNA TUTTY, Huvy, nr Leeds Mar 20 Buoth & Co, Leeds 

Batnp, THOMAS, St Johu'srd. Putney Mar 20 Bull & i: uncan, vid Jewry 

BALLARD, HANNAH Soria, Warwick av, Maida Hill Mari5 Duukerton & Son, Bed- 
ford row 

BEARD, GEORGE WILLIAM, Hornsey Mar29 Haines, John st, Bedford row 

BENTLEY, ADELA ConsTaNCE, Oxford and Cambridge mans, Marylebone Aprill G & 
G Keith, Southampton st 

BoSELEY, WILLIAM, Reading Mari5 Sionott & Son, Bristol 

Bowes, VERA >ARA, “orkington, Cumberland Feb 28 Paisley & Co, Workington 

BREAKELL, ANN ALCOCK, Preston Mar i5 Breakell, Preston 

BROWN, GRORGE, St Leonards, Bucks Marlé Hunt & Co, Chesham, Bucks 

CoLLEes, MARY, Cheadie Hulme, Chester Mar25 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

CoorpER, MYLES, Levenshulme, Manchester, Metal Merchant Mar 25 Dowse, Man- 
chester 

CRICKNER, JOHN EBENEZER, Chariton rd, Kent Mar 14 
ton house, Norfolk st 

DEGUINGAND, EMILE EMMANUEL, Avenue gdns, Mill Hill Park, Acton Marl15 Witham 
& Co, Gray s inn sq 

Dew, HENRY Kopeins, jun, Clifton, Bristol Mar 25 O'Donoghue & Forbes, Bristol 

DOHERTY, bEATRICE KATHERINE Loursa. Batu Mar 31 Buren & Co, 8, ring gdus 

FIIZGRRALD, MARY SEYMOUR, Southbawpton Marx Gill & Co, Liverpvol 

GOLDING, Lizzig, Cheetham Mar 31 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

GREEN, HAKKIETT, Astiey, Lanes Mari2 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

UREENE, RICHARD MASSY, southampton Mar 27 Boul.on & Co, Northampton eq, 
Clerkenwell 

HANBURY, GEORGE, Burnham, Bucks Mar 16 Monier-Williams & Co, Great Tower st 

HANLON, PATRICK, Jarrow, Grocer Ap:il 10 Rennoldson, South Shields 

HAWKINS, KLLEN, Grosvenor st Marz4 Farrier & Co, Livcoln’s Inu fields 

Hosvay, THoMAS HENRY, Broughton, Aluph, Kent Feb 2 ballett & Co, Ashford, 
Kent 

HopGeson, GEORGE ARTHUR, Uttoxeter Maril4 Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 

HOLLOWAY, GEORGE HAMILTON, St Ives, Hunts, Pianoforte Tuner Maril7 Watts & 
Lo, St Ives 

JONES, WILLIAM JOHN, Liverpool, Team Owner Mari15 Gorst, Liverpool 

KENYON, SErTIMUs, Layton, Blackpool, Varnish Manufacturer April 1 Robinson, 
Black pool . 

KING, ( HARLES FREDERICK, Red Hill, Surrey Mar 31 Kent & Son, Gray's Inn pl 

MARTYN, MARY ALIcE, Sou hport Mar 15 Watson & Chell, Bury 

NORTON, MARTHA, Blackyoo! Mari19 Boocock & Son, Haifax 


Bulcraig & Davis, Doning- 





PRESTON, NichO AS, Burton on Stather, Lincoln, Jomer Mar 21 Nowell & 3on, Bar- 


ton on Humber 


PATTESON, HENRY STANIFORTH, Cringleford, Norfolk Mar14 Overbury & Co, Norwich | 
PATTESON, ISABELLA KATHARINE, Cringleford, Norfolk Mar 14 Overbury & Co, Nor- 


wich 
ROBERTS, AUGUSTCS MORTOS, Southport Mar 31 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 
ROB+RTSON, JAMES, Boguor Mar i6é 8tffurth, Bognor 
RvBINSON, ELIZABETH, Kingston upon Hull Mar 21 Gale & Easton, Hull 


ROYLE, HeNkY WILLIAM, Walm In, Cricklewood, Wine Merchant Mar 1 Larking, 


Warminster rd, Suuth Norwood 
RYAN, ELIZABETH MARY ANN, Bontddu, nr Dolgelley, Merioneth Mar30 Ranson & 
Co Sunderland 


| 


RYDER, PRISCILLA CAMPBELL, Milford on Sea, Hants Mar 15 Finch & Jennings 
Gray's ion 

SCARTH, Joun, Leeds Mar 20 Booth & Co, Leeds : 

Sms, ELLEN, Skellingthorpe, Lincoln Mar15 Andrew & Thompson, Linco'n 

SmrrH, WILLIAM, Lockton, Yorks April 6 Whitehead & Son, Pickering 

SPURGEON, RoperRT, Norwich Mar 10 Ladell, Norwich 

STANCLIFFE, CHARLES, Bournemouth Mar z9 Bone, Bournemouth 

STRICKLAND, WILLIAM GEORGE MALCOLM, Kildare ter, Bayswater Mar 18 Welman & 
Sons, Westbourne grove 

TEAGUE, ANN, Gloucester Marl5 Langley-Smith & Son, Gloucester 

ToOPHAM, JosEPH, Thorney Park, Cambridge Mar 31 Wiikioson & Butler, St Nects 
Hunts 

WELIS, SUSANNA, Iden, Sussex Maril5 Dawes & Co, Rye, Sussex 

WEST, JAMES LIONEL, Bow rd, Rope Manufacturer April 5 Lyne & Holman, Great 
Winchester st 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb 18. 

ADKINS, SAMUEL, Birmingham, Butcher Mar25 Moore-Bayley & Co, Birmingham 

ASHBURNHAM, Kight Hon BERTRAM, EARL OF April 17 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

BEAMAN, RACHEL, Monton Green, nr Manchester Mar 1 Watson & Br oth, Manchester 

BELLINGHAM, MINNIE, Kennington rd Mar 28 Warmington & Edmunds, Budge row 

BERGHEIM, JOHN SIMEON, Belsize Park, Hampstead April 18 Norton & Co, Old 
Broad st 

BERRY, GEORGE LLoyp, Regency st, Gas and Water Engineer Mar 14 D.wes & Sons, 
Birchin In 

BRACY, ANNIE SALMON, Longridge rd, Earl's Court Mar 22 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

BROWN, THOMAS, Dewsbury Marl4 Stapleton & Son, Dewsbury 

BURDEKIN, GreorGE L opoLp, York April 3 Wood, York 

BURGOYNE, ALEXANDER THOMAS, Nottingham Mar 25 Wing & Son, Nottingham 

DAYY, BARNABAS, Albion rd, Stoke Newington Mar 17 Naunton & Sons, Oxford st 

DeRMOTT, PATRICK, Woolwich Mar 18 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln's inn fiel’s 

ELLIS, JANE ELIZAPETH, Chorlton cam Hardy, Manchester Mar 31 Addleshaw & Co 
Manchester 

FISHER, CHARLES TIMBRELL, Hollin Tenterden Mar 22 Dowson & Co, Surrey st 
Victoria Embankment 

FLEMING. GRACE, Keswick Mar 22 RBroatch & Son, Keswick 

Foster, Davip, Walkington Wold, nr Beverley, Yorks, Farmer Mar15 Laverack & Co 


FRENCH, MARY ANNE, Rusthall, nr Tunbridge Wells Mar 14 Bridges & Co, Red Lion 
sq 

GARNETT, CHARLOTTE, Brighton Mar30 Finch & Jennings, Gray's inn sq 

HADENGUE, CHARLES BENJAMIN, Rosa, Shahjahanpur, India Mar 31 Sauderson & Co 
Queen Victoria st ; 

Hopk, CHARLES, Bamburzh, Northumberland April 12 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

H pwoob, Ropert, Heeley. Sheffield Mar15 Jackeon & Jackson, Sheffield 

INGALL, WILLIAM Howarp, Erdington, Birmngham, Registrar of Births Mar 28 
Locker, Birmingham 

JOHNSON, AGNES, Hinihead Mar31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 

KINGSFORD, EMILY, Westcliffeon Sea, Kssex Mari7 Baker, Chancery In 

LEWIS, FLORENCE ISABELLA, Flansham, Sussex Mar 22 Staffurth, Bognor 

LISTER, ELIZABETH, Wilberfoss, Yorks April 8 Turaer, York 

Listek, GEoRsE, Canterbury rd, Brixton, Builder Mar 12 Law & Worssam, Holborn 
viaduct 

Louis, HELEN HENRIETTA, Epsom Mar 31 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus . 

MACPHERSON, GEORGE MORISON, Boulogne sur Mer Mar 18 Fairfoo. & Co, Clement's 


inn 

Morison, WILLIAM COLIN, Tettenhall, Wolverhampton Mar3l Fowler & Co, Wolver- 
hampton 

MURPHY, WALTER, Newcastle upon Tyne, Roundabout Proprietor Mar 20 Mather & 
Dickinson, Neweastle upon Tyne 

O'NEILL, EMMA STUART, Victoria rd, Kensington Mar 31 Greenwell & o, Berners st 


ATHERTONS 


LIMITED, 
Law Accountants & Costs Draftsmen. 
BILLS OF COSTS 


of every description prepared, with or without 

entries, and engrossed for taxation and delivery 

to clients in town or country. Commission 

charged on profit costs totals only. Taxations 
attended and completed. 


ARREARS WoHREED Uf’. 


ADMITTED SOLICITORS 
supplied to act as Managing Clerks at moment’s 
notice without fee to employers. 














Companies Registered. Probates taken out and General 
Somerset House Work effected by a responsible staff. 


ATHERTONS, LIMITED, 


THE Leading Law AGENCY, 


63 & 64, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 











Telephone: 2482 Holborn. Telegrams: “Alacrious, — | 
— é 








Upw. 
‘ 


appl 
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PARKER, Sarat Wilmington, nr Dartford Mar 14 Richards & Parker, Warwick st, 
Regent s 


Parry, EDWARD MORRIS, Liverpool, Painter Mar5 Thomas & Co, Liverpool 
PgaT, CHARLES, Duffield, Derby Maril5 Gadsby & Co, Derby 


Pratt, WILLIAM, York April3 Wood, York 
Ritey, AGNES, Bath April3 Collins & Simmons, Bath 


ROBERTS, SOPHIA, Heckmondwike, Yorks Maril0 Ibberson & Co, Heckmondwike 
SANDERS, Rev FRANCIS, Hoylake Vicarage, Chester May 14 Ashby & Clothier, Liver- 


pool 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb, 14 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Bagys, James Caanes, Hill st, Southwark, Metal Founder 
High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 11 

BansasrorD, Maun, Brighton Brighton Pet Jan 28 
Ord Feb 12 

Bostuwick, Roserat F, Carlton House, Regent st High 
Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Feb 10 

Buregss, Geratp Partie Rei, Great James st, Bedford 
row, Solicitor High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 11 

Carter, Horace Water, Wealdstone, Middix, Factory 
—~ + ee Manager 8t Albans Pet Feb 10 

eb lu 

Dossox, Taomas Wititam, Croydon Croydon Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 10 

Epwagps, Ropertj Kersart, Ludlow, Licensed Victualler 
Leominster Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


r Brictol Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 
Gaaxce, Joun Svaceatt, Binham, Norfolk, Builder 
wich Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 10 
Gaecory, Water, Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, Chair 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Feb 12 Urd Feb 12 
an te Epirn, Sheffieid Sheffield Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 
1 


Hoayer, Josern, Leeds, Labourer Leeds Pet Feb 10 
Ords Feb 10 

James, Davip, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, Grocer Car- 
marthen Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 12 

Jounsoy, Eanest, Woodbridge, Suffolk Ipswich Pet 
feb 11 Ord Feb 11 


oo Se Sutros, Great Yarmouth, Piano Merchant's | 


Nor- 


Ord | 


| 


| WRIGHT, A RTHUR, Leicester, Actor Leicester 


| Wrient, Lesiey, Dartford, Kent, Agent 


Bacow, Agraur, Nottingham, Hatter Nottingham Pet | WERBITSKY, SARAH, Jubilee st, Stepney 


inn fields 


Woop, JoHN WILLIAM ATKINSON, Chorlton upon Medlock, Surgeon 

riott & Co, Manchester 
Woopnury, CHARLES, Cobham ford 
Wor?H, WILLIAM CHARLES, Billiogshurst Mar 14 Bennett & Ferris, Coleman st 











WAGNER, WILLIAM ALBERT, New Malden. Surrey, Fish- 
monger Brentford Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 10 

WatTson, JOHN, Bolton, Lodging House Keeper 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


WEERTZ, MAX, Bradford, Civil Engineer Bradford Pet | 
| PREMIER MOTOR 


Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

High Court Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

WILKINSON, WILLIAM, Redcar, Yorks, 
brongh Pet Jin31 Ord Feb 11 

WOOLLEY, GEORGE ARTHUR, Horncastle, Lincs, Butcher 
Lincoln Pet Feb 10 rd Feb 10 

Pet Feb 12 


suilder Middles- 


Ord Feb 12 
Rochester 
Ord Feb 12 

FIRST MEETINGS. 
ASHLIN, JOHN WILLIAM, Kingston 


Feb 12 


upon Hull, General 


Dealer Feb 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
3ARNS, JAMES CHARLES, Hill st, Southwark, Metal 


Founder Feb 24at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


BARTLETT, GEORGE, Luton, Beds, Builder Feb 27 at 10.30 
Cham erof Commerce, 29, King st, Luton 
BORTHWICK, ROBERT F, Carlton house, Regent st Feb 24 


at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Bolton | 


Pet | 


BURFORD, HENRY THOMAS, Grangetown, Cardiff, Dairyman | 


Joyes, D J, Lewisham High ra, Licensed Victualler | 


Greenwich Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 11 

Joszpu, Marx, Walbrook, Tailor High Court Pct Feb 11 
Ord Feb 1 

Lazaavus, Apaanam, and Davis Zawarorzky, Fashion st, 
Spitalfields, Cap Manufacturer High Vourt Pct Feb 
1l Ord Feb 11 

Macrsai, A J, New Broad st High Court Pet Dec 17 
Ord Feb 12 

Mg.urx, Joun Henry, Neath, Glam, Painter Neath Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Mi.is, Erue.pert Geoxuce, Chepstow, Mon, Grocer New- 
port, Mon Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 a 

Parkes, HAROLD Bemrose, Princes st, Hanover sq High 
Court Pet Nov 16 Ord Feb 1z 


Parker, Josepn Cuantes, Senghenydd, Glam, Butcher 


Pontypridd Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Parker, Witt1amM Harowp, and Atpert Hagnis, Becken- 
, | mes Builders High Court Pet Jan 17 Ord 

e 

Parxis, Cuaries Lurass, Sheffield, Joiners’ Tool Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Pattinson, Jonw Wixu1am. Gainsborough, Lincoln Pawn- 
broker Lincoln Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Pottagp, BenJaMin, Anstey, Leicester, Boot Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 10 

Powerit, Wittiam Nort, Wakefield, Clothier Wakefield 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 12 

Paruien Motor Trae Co, Newman's passage, Newman st, 
Tyre Kepairers High Couit PetJani4 Ord Feb 12 

Pusnett, Witiiam, Roman rd, Barnsbury, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet Jan 17 Ord Feb 12 

RaMPTON, CHAKLES EDWARD, Oid Alresford, Hants, Smith, 
Winchester Pet Feb10 Ord Feb10 

Rock, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, Brass 
Founder Wolverhampton Pet Feo 12 Ord Fob 12 

A Ww Smita & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne, Confectioners 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pec Jan 21 Ord Feb 10 

THomas, GoMER, Cwmparc, Glam, Engine Driver Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 


Feb 24 at 12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

BuRGESS, GERALD PHILIP REID, Great James st, Bedford 
row, Solicitor Feb 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

CARTER, HORACE WALTER, Wealdstone, Middlx, Factory 
Department Manager Feb 2) at 3 Off Rec, 14, 
Bedford row 

CLARK, WILLIAM THOMAS, Kington, Hereford, Grocer 
Feb 22 at 12.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 

CULFF, EDWARD, Cookham, Berks Feb 24 at 3 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford row 

CURTIS, WILLIAM, Kidderminster, Worcs, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 24 at 3 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

DUNNELL, EvWaRD, Hingham, Norfolk. Steam Carter 
Feb 22 at 12.30 Of Ree, 8, Ki g st, Norwich 

EDWARDS, ROBERT KELSALL, Ludlow, Salop, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 22 at 17.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 

EMES, JoHN, and JOHN Davip EmMks, Wealdstone, Middlx, 
Builders Feb 25at12 Off sec, 14, Bedford row 

GILDEROY, RoBpeRtT, Middlesbrough, Tailor Feb 25 at 12 
Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

GREGORY, WALTER, Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, Caair and 
Sofa Manufacturer Feb 26 at 12 bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

HORNER, JosEPH, Leeds, Labourer 
24, Bond st, Leeds 

JOHNSON, ERNEST, Boyton, SuTolk Feb 24 at 2.30 
Rec, 36, Princes st, Leeds 

JOSEPH, MARK, Tailor Feb 25 at 11 
Carey 85 

LAZARUS, ABRAHAM, and DAVIS ZANAROTZKY, Fashion st, 
Spitalfields, Cap Manufactu.e:s Feb 26 atl Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LEMMON, WILLIAM H«NrRY, Hunstanton, Norfolk, Corn 
Dealer Feb 22 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, No wich 

MACPHAIL, AJ, New Broidst Feb 26 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


Feb 24at1l Off Rec, 
Of 


Bankruptcy bidgs, 


SHALDERS, ALBERT WALTER BLoy, Norwich Mar 22 Blyth, Norwich 
WEDGWOOD, EMMA, Barnes Mar 15 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 

WHEATER, SARAH, Scarborough Mar 17 
WISEMAN, LypIA ELEANOR, Moscow rd, Bayswater 


Birdsall & Co, Scarborough ; 
Aprill Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s 


April 15 Mar- 


Mar 31 Smallpiece & Co, Guildford 


Bromsgrove, Licensed Victualle 


PEARSE, 
Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Wor- 


Feb 
cester 

POLLARD, BENJAMIN, Anstey, Leicester, Buot Manufac- 
turer Feb 24 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

TYRE COMPANY, Newman's passage, 
Newman st, Tyre Repairers Feb 26at12 Bankrupccy 
bidgs, Carey st 

PURNELL, WILLIAM, Roman rd, Barnsbury, Provisioa 
Dealer Feb 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs,Carey st 

RAMPTON, CHARLES EDWARD, Old Alresford, Hants, Smith 
Feb 24 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
st, Southampton 

A W Smith & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne, Confectioners 
Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM, Sessay, nr Thirsk, Yorks, Farmer Feb 

at 11.30 Off Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd 
Middlesbrough 

Tuomas, Gomer, Cwmpak, Glam, Engine Driver Feb 24 
at 11.30 Of Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

TOOKE, BERNARD, Leeds, Clerk Feb 24 at 12 Off Rec, 
Oxford 

WALLIS, HaRRY HERBERT, Churchfield rd, Acton, Builder 
Feb 24at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

WATSON, JOHN, Bolton, Lodging House Keeper 
il Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

WEERTZ, MAX, Bradford, Civil Engineer Feb 25 at 1l 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


RICHARD, 
24 at 11.30 


25 


Feb 22 at 


| WERBITSKY, SARAH, Jubilee st, Stepney Feb 27 at 12 


| EmEs, JoHN, and JoHN Davip EMEs 


MELLIN, JOHN HENRY, Neath, Painter Feb 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

ODELL, ERNEST WILLIAM, Leiston, Suffoik, Fruiterer 
Feb 24 at 2.15 Off Kec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

PARKER, HAROLD BEMROSE, Priaces st, Hinoversq Feb | 
27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st | 

PARKER, JOSEPH CHARLES, Senghe .yid, Glam, Butcher | 


Feb 24 at 11 Off Rec, st Catherine's chmobrs, 8t 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

PARKER, WILLIAM HAROLD, and ALBERT Hakrkis, Becken- 
ham, Kent, Builders Feb 26 atl Bankrup:cy bidgs 
Carey st 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WILKINSON, WILLIAM, Redcar, Yorks, Builder 
12.30 Off Rec, Vvourt chmbrs, Albert rd, 
brough 

WORSTENC20FT, ALFRED WILLIAM, Southport, 
bin iers’ Materials Manufacturer Feb 25 at 
Rec, Union Marine bldgs, 11 Da'e st, Liverpool 

WRIGHT, ARTHOR, Leicester, Actor Feb 24 a: 3.45 
Kec, 1 Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Bacon, ARTHUR, Nottingham, Hatter Nottingham Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

BARTLETT, GEORGE, Luton, Beds, Builder Luton Pet Feb 
6 Ord Feb 10 

CARTER, Horace WALTER, Weildst»ne, Middix, Factory 


Feb 25 at 
Middles- 


300k- 
urt 


oft 


ll 


Department Manager St Albans Pet Feb 10 Ord 
Fed 10 
COATES, ARTHUR VIVIAN, Salisbury ct, Fleet st High 


Court Pet Dec 9 Ord Feb 10 

Cooper, GBORGE, Avenue rd, Camberwell, Confectioner 
High Court Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 11 

Curtis, WILLIAM, Kidderminster, Licensed 
Kidderminst-r Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 11 

EDWARDS, ROBERT KELSALL, Ludlow, Licensed Victualler 
Leominster Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Wealdstone, Mid- 
dlesex, Builders St Albans Pet Dec 7 Ord Feb 12 

EVANS, EDWARD WALTER DAVID, Liandyssu!, vardigau 
Carmarthen Pet Nov13 Ord Feb 12 

Eyre, WILLIAM SuTTON, Great Yarmouth, Piano Mer- 
chant’s Manager Bristol Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1! 

GERAKD, Ernest, Strand, Architect High Court 
May 25 Ord Dec 10 

GREGORY,” WALTER, Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, Chair 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord reb tz 

Hopson, EvitH, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Feb 11 Ord 
Feb 11 

HorRNER, JosepH, Leeds, Labourer Leeds Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 10 

JOHNSON, ERNEST, Boyton, Suffolk Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 


Victualler 


Pet 


Ipswich 


JOSEPH, Mark, Walbrook, Tailor Hgh Court Pet Feb 
11 Ord Feb 11 

KERR, THOMAS Francis, Dravrer's gdns, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Oct 19 Ovcd Feb 12 
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LAZARUS, ABRAHAM, and ‘Davis ZANAROTZRY, », Fashion : st, 
Spitalfields, Cap Manufacturers High Court Pet 
Febil Ord Feb 11 

MATHERS, Samvue., Leeds, Cloth Merchant 
Dec6 Ord Feb7 

MELLIN, JouN Henky, Neath, Painter 
von Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

MILLS, ETHELBERT GEORGE, Chepst »w, Grocer 
Mon Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Parked, JosEPH CHARLES, Senghenydd, 
Ponty pridd Pet Feb ll Ord Feb it 

PaRKIN, CHARLES Luragr, Sheffield, Joiners’ Tool Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet Fe: 10 Ord Feb 10 

PATTINSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Gainsborough, Pawnbroker 
Lincoln Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

POLLARD, BENJAMIN, Anstey, L-icester, Boot Manufac- 
tarer Leicester Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 10 

RAMPTON, Cu ARLES EpwWARrp, Old Alresford, Hants, Smith 
Winchester Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

t0CK, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Wolverhampton. Brass 
Founder Wolverhampton Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

THomas, GomeR, Cwmparc, Glamorgan, Engine Driver 
Poatyprid! Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 

Watson, JoHN, Bolton, Lodging house Kee er 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Wererrz, MAX, Bradford, 
Feb il Ord Feb 11 

WELLS, PHILIP, sen, PATLIP WELLS, Jan, and 
WESLEY WELLS, Thame, Oxford, Grocers 
Pet Janil Ord Feb iz 

Woo.Ley, Geores ARrHUR, Horncastle, 
Linco'n Pet Fev 19 O-d Feb lv 

WRIGHT, ARTHUR, Leicester, Actor 
Ord Feb 11 


Leeds Pet 
Neath and Abera- 
Newport, 


Glam, Butcher 


Bolton 


Civil Engineer Bradford Pet 
CHARLES 
Aylesbury 


Lines, Butcher 


Le'cester Pet Feb 12 
Amenied Notice sub tituted for that wy ished In the 
London Gazette of Jan 31: 


KLEINSCHMAGER, JOHN GUSTAY, 
Restaurateur High Court 


Charlotte st, Fitzroy sq, 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Jan 29 


Amen 'ed Notice substituted for the amended Notice of 
Adjadication pub ished in the Londun Gazette of Nov 8; 


Rason, the Hon Sir CoRNTHWAITE HeoTOR WILLIAM 
JAMES, Copthall av High Court Pet May 7 Ord 
Oct 23 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


LLoyb, Jonn FoRTESQUR, Bis‘\op's Cleeve, nr Cheltenham 
Gentieman Cheiteshau Adjud Sept 17 Annul 
Feb7 

ANDREWS, GUILLAUME WALTER, 
Dealer Povle Adjud Nov 27 


Boscombe, Hants, Cycle 
Annu Feb 10 


RECEIVING 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, 


ANTON, WILLIAM JAMES, Stapleton, 
Dec 21 Ord Feb 14 

ASHBURNER, JOSEPH TY30N, and THOMAS HARTLEY CLEGa, 
Burnley, Cabinet Makers Burnley Pet Feb 13 Ord 
Feb 13 

BELL, KICHARD, Caversham, Oxon, Reading Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

BROOKE, ZEBEDEE, and 
Builders Bradford Pet Feb 183 

BUCKLEY, JONATFAN, Stockp=rt, 
Stockport Pet Fev 13 

BULGER, Ewin THOMAS, 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

CHAPMAN, Henry, Borwughbridge, 
Pet Fev 11 Ord Feb it 

CLARKS, CECILY, St Helens, Lancs 
Ord Feb i4 

Cooper, HENKY CHARLES WATSON, 
Hastings Pet Jan3 Ord Febi4 

DAKISON, RALPH, Scarborough, Florist Scarborough 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Goovwin, WILLIAM THOMAS, Rochester, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

GRAHAM, ADA ANNI&, Brighton 
Ord Feb 14 

HaRaizon, JOHN SMITH, 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

HEAL, ARTHUR JOHN, Richmond rd 
Hign Court Pet Nov7 

HEIGHES, JAMES jun, Chiswick, Potato Salesman 
ford Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

InvVING, W BELL, Albert Hall mans 
Dec 21 Ord Feb8 

JOHNSON, WALTER JOSEPH, 
Feb 14 Ora Feb l4 

KNELLER, JoHN WILLIAM, Oldham, Pork Buteher 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

LEITH, ALBERT, Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 25 

LEWSLEY, JAMES WILLIAM, Nottingham, Electrician Not- 
tiogham Pet Febla Ord Fev 14 

LIVER, J sMES WILLIAM, Calder Vale, nr Preston Bolton 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb lz 

NORRIDGS, “WILLIAM EDWARD, Upper 
Andover, Hants, Cycle Agent, Saiisbury 
Ord Feb 15 

PARKER, WILLIAM ROBERT, Woolsthorpe by Belvoir, 
Lincs Nott ngham ret Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

PERRY, JAM&S, Sheffield, Seed Merchant Sheffield 
Feb 138 Ord Feb 13 

PREECE, JAMES, Perk row, Knightsbridge, 
Livery Stable Keeper 
Feb 13 

REEVE, JOHN EDWARD, Birmingham, Wholesale Brush 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

RoBERTS, JOHN, Carlisle, Post Office Clerk Carlisle Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

RoGERS, Francis Tuomas, Rhyl, Flint, Hotel K r 
Bangor Pet Feb8 Ord Feb oy oF al 

SIMMONS, ALFRED CKCIL, Watlingham, 
Croydon Pet Febi18 Ord Feb 13 

SNowpon, Isaac, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


ORDERS. 
Feb. 18. 


Bristol Bristol 


suilder 
EDWIN Brooke, (Clayton, 
Ord Feb 13 
Cheshire, Decorator 
Ord Feb 13 

Bournemouth, 


Yorks, 


Builder Poole 


Yorks, Grocer York 


Liverpool Pet Jan 14 
St Leonards on Se. 
Pet 
Brighton P.t Feb 14 


Keizhley, Plumber Bradford 
Earl's Court, 
Od Feb 14 


Clerk 
Brent 
High Court Pet 
Watford 8t 


Albans Pet 


Oldham 


Catford, nr 
Pet Feb 15 


Pet 


Manager to 
High Court Pet Feb is Ord 


Surrey, Plumber 





| GRAHAM, ADA ANNIE, Brighton 
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TomMiis, Gorge THomas, Rushden, Northampton, 
Carrier Northampton Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

TuckER, WILLIAM, Torphil, Glam, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

WALTER, HENRY SILAS, Wells, Som:rset, Haulier Wells 
Pet Febl> Ord Feb 15 

WESTLAKE, JAMES, Castle Cary, Somerset, Farmer 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb \3 

WHITEMEAD, RICHARD HAROLD HORNSEY, Cherry Burton, 
Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 

W HITESIDE, ROBERT, Blackpool 
Feb 1: 

WILSON, FREDERICK HAMMOND, Slough, Bucks, Laundry 
Proprietor Windsor Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 15 

ZOLAS, ALEXANDER P, St George's rd, Westminster High 
Court PetJan16 Ord Feb 13 


¥IRST MEETINGS. 


THOMAS, Tarvin, Chester, General Dealer Feb 
23 at 12. Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

SARRASPORD, MAUD, Brighton, Feb 26 at at 12 
124, Mariborougn pl, Brighton 

BROOKE, ZEBEDEE aud EvWIN BROOKE, 
Builders Feb 26 at 3 
st, Bradford 

Brows, HarRoLpD Epwin, Blackpool, Architect Feb 27 at 
4.15 Derby Hotel, Regent sq, Blackpool 

BULGER, EDWIN THOMAS, Bournemouth, Builder Feb 27 
at 2.3) Arcade chmb-s,(first floor), Bournemouth 

CARLIN, JOHN JAMES CKESSWELL, Carlton, Notts, Assis- 
taut Librarian Feb 27 at 2.30 Of Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park st, Nottingham 

CHAMBERS, ELIZABETH CATHERINE, and Marra Louisa 
CHAMBERS, Cheltenham, Ladies’ School Proprietors 
Feb 27 at 11.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

CHAPMAN, HENRY, Boroughbridge, Yorks, Grocer Feb 27 
at 3 Off Kec, fhe Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Cooper, HEsRY CHARLES WATSON, St Leonards on Sea 
Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 124, Mariboroxgh pl, 
Brighton 

DAVISON, RALPH, Scarboroug’, Florist Feb 26 at 4 Off 
Rec, 43, Westborough, Scarborough 

Dosson, THOMAS WILLIAM, Cruydon, Surrey 
it 132, York rd, Westmins.er Bridge rd 

EYRE, WILLIAM Surton, Great Yarmouth, Piano Mer- 
chant’s Manager Feb 26 at 11.45 Of Rec, x6, 
taldwin st, Bristol 

F «Lon, ALFRED JOHN, Kettering, Carter 
Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Goovwin, WILLIAM THomas, Rochester, 
Mar 6 at 3.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Feb 26 at 11 


Yeovil 


Preston Pet Feb12 Ord 


SARKER, 
Off Rec, 


Clayton, Yorks, 
Off Rec, Cnmbrs, 12, Duke 


Feb 26 at 


Feb 26at12 Of 
Kent, Grocer 
Of Rec, 


Norfolk, Builder 
Off Rec, 8, King st. Norwich 


12a, Marlborough pl, Briguton 
GRANGE, JOHN SuGeETT, Binham, 
26 at 12.30 


Feb 


|} Harnisos, JOHN SMITH, Keighley, Yorks, Plumber Feb 
Pet | 


27at 11 wtf Rec, 12, Dukes st, Bradford 

IigaL, ARTHUR JOHN Richmond rd, Eari’s Court, Clerk 
Feb 23at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hopson, Evita, Sheffield, Tobacconist Feb 
Off Kec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Invine, W Bei, Albert Hall mans Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Varey st 

JACKSON, AL-RED, Bestwood, Notts, Farmer Feb 27 
at ll Olf Kec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notcingham 

James, DAVID, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, Grocer Feb 26 
at 12,30 O/f Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

LOCKTON, PEKCY JOHN CHARLES, Lincoln, Florist Feb 27 
at lv Of Kec, 4, Cas le pl, Park st Nottingham 

MILLS, ETHELBERT GEORGE, Chepstow, Mun, Grocer 
Feb 2o at il Of Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

ALFRED HARRY, Low stoft, Tailor Feb 26 at 12 

Uif Ree, 5, King st, Norwich 

PATTINSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Gainsborough, | Pawnbroker 
Mar 4 at 1z.30 Off sec, 10, Bank st, Lincolu 

PLiN¢, ERNEST ARTHUR, Derby, Wheelwright Feb 26 
at 10.15 Court Hous:, zu, St, Peter's churchyard, 
Derby 

POWELL, WILLIAM NOEL, Wakefield, Clothier Feb 26 at 
lL Of Ree, 21, King st, Wakefield 

PREECE, JAMES, Park row, Knightsbridge 
Baukraptcy bidgs, Carey et 

RoOspERTS, JOHN, Cariisle, rost Office Clerk Feb 28 at 11 
34, Fisher at, Carlisle 

Rock, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
rounder Feb 26 at 12 
Wolverhampton 

Snowpos, Isaac, Leeds 


26 at 11.30 
Feb 28 at 12 


Feb 27 at 11.30 


Brass 
Lichileld st, 


Wolverhampton, 

vf Rc, wv, 

Feb 26at3 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 
Leeds 

Symes, WILLIAM PHOMAS, Bristol, Dental Practitioner 
Feb 26 at 11.30 Of Rec, 26, Baldwia st, Bristol 

TOTrERDELL, FRED, Taunton, Kating Huse Proprietor 
Mar 3 at 2.30 3, H.m aets , Taunton 

VINCENT, JAM«S, Suuthend on Sea, Drapers’ Assistant, 
Mar5at3 Saire Hall, Chelmsford 

VINTEN, ARTHUR ‘THOMAS HENRY, Ashford, Kent, Tailor 
Fev 26at11 Olf Rec, 684, Castle st, Cauterbury 

WESTLAKE, JAMES, Castle Carey, Somerset, Farmer Feb 
2; atl of Ree, City chmbrs, Catnerinve st, Salisbury 

WHITEHEAD, RICH aRD HAROLD HORNSEY, Cherry Burton, 

Yorks, Inn&eepsr Feb 27 a. 11.30 off Rec, York City 

Bank chmors, Lowgate, Hull 

WHITESIDE, KOBERT, Biackpool 
Hotel, Regent sq, Biackpuol 

WOOLLEY, G&ORGE ARTHUR, Horncastle, Lincoln, Butc!.er, 
Feb zéat 12 Olt Kec, .0, Bank st, Lincoin 

WRIGHT, LesL&Y, Dartford, Kent, Agent Mar Sat 3.15 
115, High st Kochester 

ZOLAS, ALEXANDER P. Saint George's rd, Westminoster 
Feb27 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Uarey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ASHBURNER, JOSEPH Tysoy, and THOMAS HARTLEY 
CLEGG, Burnley, Cabinet Makers Burnley Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 8 

BARNS, JAMES CHARLES, Hill st, Southwark, Metal 
Founder High Court Jan 22 Pet Ora Feb 4 


Feb 27 at 3.45 Derby 





BELL, RICHARD, Caversham, 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
BRIMICOMBE, EDWARD, Keyham, Devonport, Devon, Buil- 

der Plymouth Pet Jani5 Ord Feb 14 
BROOKE, ZEBEDEE, and EDWIN BROOKE, Clayton, Yorks 
Buliders Bradford Pet Feb14 Od Feb 13 
Brows, HarRoLD EDWIN, Blackpool, Architect Preston 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 15 
BUCKLEY, JONATHAN, Stockport, — hire, Decorator 
Stockport Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 
Bolger, EDWIN THOMAS, Raton Builder Puvole 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
CHAPMAN, HENRY, Borowzhbridge, Yorks, Grocer 
Pet Feb11 ord Feb 11 
DAVISON, RaLPH, Scarborouzh, Florist Scarborough 
Feo 15 Ord Feb 15 
Dopson, THOMAS WILLIAM, Croydon Cro;don Pet Feb 10 
Ord Feb 13 
Goopwin, WILLIAM THomas, Rochester, Kent, 
Rochester Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
GRAHAM, ADA |ANNSIE, Brighton Brighton 
Ord Feb 14 
Grange, JOHN SuGeETT, Binham, Norfolk, Builder 
wich Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 14 
GREEN, ARTHUR TEMPLEMAN, Abingdon villas, Kensington, 
Company Promoter High Court Pet May 20 Ord 
Feb 14 
Hagrisos, JOHN SMITH, notes. Piu nber 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 
JOHNSON, WALTER nding Watford St Albans Pet Feb 
14 Ord Feb 14 
JamEs, DAVID, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, Grover 
marthen Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 14 
Jones, D J, Lewisham High rd, Licensed 
Gremwich Pet Jan13 Ord Feb 14 
KNELLER, JOHN WILLIAM, Oldham, Pork Butcher Oldham 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
LAUGHBR, HERBERT FLETCHER, New ao 1d, Fulham 
High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 1 
LuItd, ——- Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet Feb 15 
Ord F 
LEWSLEY, msamees WILLIAM, ey ey 
Nottingham, Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 
Liver, JAMES WILLIAM, Calder Vale, or | Bolton 
Pet Jan 20 Ord F-b14 
MARSHALL, HERBERT, Isieworth, Midd x High Court Pet 
Oct 5 Ord Feb 14 
NORRIDGE, WILLIAM EDWARD, Upper Clatford, nr Andover, 
Hants, Cycle Ageut oalisbury Pet Feb 15 Ord 
Feb 15 
PARKER, WILLIAM ROBERT, Woolsthorpe by Belvoir, 
Lincs Nottingham Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
PERRY, JAMES, Shettield, Seed Merchant Sheffield 
Fev 13 Ori Feb 13 
POWRLL, WILLIAM NoOgL, Wakefield, Clothier Wakefield 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb li 
Preuce, JaMES, Park row, Knightsbridge 
Pet Feb 13 (rd Feb 14 
REEVE, JOHN EDWARD, Birmingham. Wholesale Brush 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Febl4 Ord Feb 1s 
RICHARDS, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Nottingham, Corn Mer- 
chant Nottingham Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb14 
ROBERTS, JOHN, Uarlisie, Post Office Clerk, Carlisle Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
ScIORTINO, P10, Wool exchange, Merchant High Court 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Feb 13 
SIMMONS, ALFRED CECIL, Ne ge Surrey, Plumber 
Croydon Pet Febl» Ord Feb 13 
SNowDoN, Isaac, Leeds Leeds Pet feb12 Ord Feb 12 
TOMLIN, GEORGE THOMAS, Rushden, Northampton, Carrier 
Nor ‘thampton Pet Febl4 Ord Feb 14 
TUCKER, WILLIAM, Tirphi!, Glam, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Fe» 14 
WALTER, HENRY SILAS, Wells, Somerset, Haulier Wells 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
W eRBI(SKY, SARAH. Jubilee st, Stepney High Court Pet 
Feb1i Ord Feb 13 
WESTLAKE, JAMES, Castle Cary, Somerset, Farmer Yeovil 
Pet Fev 13 Ord Feb 18 
WHITEHEAD, RICHARD HAROLD Hornsey, Cherry Burton, 
Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upun Hull Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 
WHITESIDE, ROBERT, eae Labourer Preston Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 
WILKINSON, Weassm Redcar, + Builder Middles- 
brough Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 1 
Amended notice substituted for et pub ished in the 
London Gazette of Feb 4: 
CRAWSHAW, MANFREv Ernest, Batley, Yorks, Rag Mer- 
chant Dewsbury PetJanil4 Ord Jan 30 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Taorpe, Harry, Bartholomew villas, Kentish Town rd 
Electrician High Court Adjud Aprit7, 1905 Annul 
Feb 3, 1913 

Smita, Jouy, Wigan, Hosiery Manufacturer 
Adjud Mar 21,190) Annul Feb 11, 1913 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & Marky, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 
DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Oxon, Builder Reading 


York 
Pet 


Grocer 


Pet Feb 14 
Nor- 


Bradford 


Car- 


Victualler 


Electrician 


Pet 


High Court 


Wigan 














